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Abstract
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the degree of congruence between
principals’ self-perception of learning-centered leadership behaviors and teachers’ perceptions of
learning-centered leadership behaviors of their principals in international Christian schools
accredited with the Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) located in countries
outside of North America. If a difference does exist between teachers’ and principals’
perceptions, will teachers’ organizational commitment be impacted? The perspectives of
leadership behaviors were determined using the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in
Education (VAL-ED) (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliot, & Cravens, 2009). Both principals and
their teachers completed the survey online. Teachers also completed the TCM Employee
Commitment Survey, based on Allen and Meyer’s research (1990) to determine their degree of
organizational commitment. The population for this study was limited to principals and teachers
who currently work at an International Christian School. Results demonstrated a statistically
significant difference exists between the perspectives of principals and their teachers regarding
the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. Principals and teachers differed on their
perspectives of the principal’s core components of leadership; high standards for student learning
and performance accountability, and key processes; planning, supporting, advocating,
communicating, and monitoring. Results did not indicate a correlation between the differences
of perspective and teachers’ organizational commitment. Although the sample size was small
and results are limited in their generalizability, school leaders of international Christian schools
will find the conclusions relevant to their context.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Introduction to the Problem
The leadership of school principals has a significant influence on student achievement
and teachers’ organizational commitment (Allen, Grigsby, & Peters, 2015; Baldwin, 2012;
Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Leithwood &
Riehl, 2003; Osborne-Lampkim, Folsom, & Herrington, 2015; Palta, 2019). Principals who
demonstrate effective leadership within their schools strengthen shared vision, improve
collaboration, and provide appropriate feedback and supervision of teachers. School leaders have
the potential to transform a failing school into a school with a culture of improvement by
providing connection, appreciation, and energy for their teachers (May & Sanders, 2013).
The impact of leadership on student achievement is often underestimated. Leithwood,
Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) asserted the influence of leaders is second only to
classroom instruction when considering all school-related factors. Following a meta-analysis of
research on the relationship between leadership and student achievement, Waters, Marzano, and
McNulty (2003) insisted a substantial positive relationship exists. Principals who improve their
abilities in leadership may increase student achievement by 10 percentile points (Waters et al.,
2003).
Teachers’ organizational commitment is critical for the efficiency, quality, and success
of a school environment (Akdemir, 2019; Banjarnahor et al., 2018; Bastug et al., 2016; Gokyer,
2018; Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018; Larkin, Brantley-Dias, Lokey-Vega. 2016; Palta, 2019).
Organizational commitment is a person’s “biased and effective commitment to the goals and
values of an organization” (Gokyer, 2018, p. 115). Akdemir’s (2019) research demonstrated a
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positive correlation between teachers’ organizational commitment and students’ academic
success.
Many studies have reported that principal leadership has a positive relationship with
teachers’ organizational commitment (Aydin et al., 2013; Helms, 2012; Kieres & Gutmore,
2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Ross & Gray, 2006). According to Aydin et al. (2013), as a
principal’s transformational leadership behaviors increased, teachers’ organizational
commitment improved. Marks and Printy (2003) demonstrated a strong connection between a
principal’s transformational and instructional leadership and teachers’ organizational
commitment. Other researchers have reported a significant positive relationship between
principals’ transformational leadership and teachers’ organizational commitment (Kieres &
Gutmore, 2014; Nguni et al.; 2006, Wahab et. al.; 2014). Sarikaya and Erodgan (2016) revealed
a significant relationship between the principal’s instructional leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment. Atyac (2015) reported that principals’ talent management leadership
is positively related to teachers’ organizational commitment. Kaya (2015) demonstrated a
positive and significant relationship between a principal’s spiritual leadership and teachers’
organizational citizenship behaviors. These citizenship behaviors include: altruism,
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue (Kaya, 2015). Bird et al. (2012)
reported a positive relationship between a principal’s authentic leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment as demonstrated by teachers’ trust and engagement.
Principals who display learning-centered leadership behaviors are more effective than
other principals at influencing teachers and improving student achievement (Dufour, 2002; Goff,
Goldring, & Bickman, 2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Minor et al., 2014). Marks and Printy (2003)
recommended that principals integrate instructional leadership and transformational leadership
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into learning-centered leadership so schools can achieve a high-quality learning experience.
Learning-centered leadership behaviors, also called Leadership for Learning (Murphy et al.,
2007), are effective in improving learning within schools. DuFour (2002) stated, “Teachers and
students benefit when principals function as learning leaders rather than instructional leaders” (p.
13). Minor et al. (2014) asserted that learning-centered leadership behaviors are essential for
“successful school improvement” (p. 30). Murphy et al. (2006) stated, “leadership for learning”
(p. 3) is clearly visible in successful schools. Reardon’s (2011) study “support(ed) the direct
impact of learning-centered leadership on student learning outcomes” (p. 81). Goldring et al.
(2014) affirmed learning-centered leadership is “rooted in school improvement” (p. 182).
Principals who display learning-centered leadership focus their efforts towards “improving
instruction and student achievement” (Goldring et al., 2009, p. 204). Grissom and Loeb (2011)
supported a holistic, integrated view of principal leadership, which included both instructional
and managerial skills.
Teachers and principals perceive attributes of effective principal leadership differently.
(Bird et al., 2012; Gedifew, 2014; Goff, Goldring, & Bickman, 2014; Goldring et al., 2014; Ham,
Duyar, & Gumus, 2015; Niqab et al., 2015; Sergiovanni & Green, 2015; Wong, 2010). Wong
(2010) showed teachers value different leadership attributes than principals. Specifically,
teachers indicated a greater preference for personality leadership qualities like “trusting” and
“positive” while principals stated managerial skills such as “knowledgeable” and “strong
philosophy and clear vision” were of greater importance (p. 151). In order to understand a
leader's performance, it is critical to understand the degree of agreement between a leader’s selfperception and others’ perception of the leader, also called self-other agreement (Lee &
Carpenter, 2017). “Although multi-source ratings are ubiquitous in leader development and
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evaluation processes in organizations, surprisingly little was known about the actual self-other
agreement of leader behaviors” (Lee & Carpenter, 2017 p. 265). Lee and Carpenter (2017)
insisted that the relevance of the “interpretation of leadership” depends on whose perspective is
considered. Sinnema et al. (2015) stated that effective leaders are self-aware and willing to
incorporate observers’ feedback in order to improve their performance. Wernsing (2018)
supported the positive relationship between a leader’s self-awareness and the follower’s level of
empowerment. Burch et al. (2015) stated, “where there was a disconnection between how leaders
see themselves and how followers see leaders, there is organizational dysfunction...often
(leading) to low morale, miscommunication, and misunderstandings, and a loss of work
productivity” (p. 401).
Bird et al. (2012) and Minor et al. (2014) suggested that teachers and supervisors rate
principals on the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors more accurately than
principals rate themselves. Goldring et al. (2014) stated, “principals tend to be over-estimators”
(p. 191). Atwater et al. (1998) examined both the magnitude and the direction of misalignment of
a leader’s and their followers’ perspectives; leaders who rate themselves higher than their
followers have the lowest effectiveness. Ham, Duyar, and Gumus (2015) demonstrated the
incongruence (misalignment) of principal’s and teachers’ perspectives of principal’s instructional
leadership negatively impacts teacher self-efficacy. In contrast, teachers who believe their
principal is an effective instructional leader had improved self-efficacy compared to teachers
who did not agree with their principal’s perspective of leadership.
In their foundational study, Atwater and Yammarino (1992) found a correlation between
the leader’s performance and the degree of agreement (or congruence) of a leader's self-rating
and their observers’ ratings. Leaders who were more “self-aware” (self-rating was in agreement
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with observers’ ratings) demonstrated better performance than leaders whose self-rating was in
less agreement with their observers’ ratings. Goff, Goldring, and Binkman (2014) discovered
“large disparities in perception of [learning-centered] leadership between teachers and the
principals'' (p. 333). Some researchers suggested that principals value different leadership
qualities than teachers (Gedifew, 2014; Niqab et al., 2015; Wong, 2010). According to Gedifew
(2014), teachers and principals agree on some elements of instructional leadership while differ
on other elements. Multiple research studies demonstrated that principals perceive their own
leadership qualities more positively than the teachers they lead (Bird et al., 2012; Goldring et al.,
2014; Minor et al., 2014; Niqab et al., 2015; Park & Ham, 2014; Wong, 2010). Gurley et al.
(2016) differed from those described above. Gurley et al. found no significant difference in
perspective between teachers and the principal of principal’s instructional leadership, as
measured by the PIMRS. The sample size of only 17 principals and 407 teachers in a limited
location of one mid-sized school district in the southeastern region of the United States of
Gurley’s et al. study merits additional research. The populations of study for Bird et al., (2012),
Niqab et al. (2015), Sinnema et al. (2015), and Wong (2010) were limited to specific geographic
areas. Bird et al., (2012) studied principals in a southeastern state in the United States while
Niqab’s et al. (2015) study was in Pakistan, Sinnema et al. (2015) in New Zealand, and Wong
(2010) in Hong Kong. Bird et al. (2012) studied authentic leadership, not learning-centered
leadership. Further study to compare teachers’ and principals’ perspectives of principal
leadership is recommended to confirm the findings in the larger educational community (Bird et
al. 2012).
According to Niqab et al. (2015) and Wong (2010), principals perceive their own
leadership qualities more positively than the teachers they lead. This potential incongruence of
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perspectives makes the evaluation of effective leadership attributes very challenging and likely
inaccurate (Ham et al., 2015). Ham et al. (2015) stated “self-ratings often suffer from a leniency
or common method bias (error caused by the instrument) and cannot be accurate predictors of
performance” (p. 232). Following their study of the definition of leadership styles from 8,524
United States principals, Urick and Bowers (2014) suggested more study into the perspectives of
leadership attributes so that the reasons behind principals’ leadership behaviors may be
understood. More accurate evaluation of principal leadership attributes may lead to improved
outcomes (Ham et al., 2015). “Self-awareness, as assessed by self-other agreement, is positively
related to performance (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992, p. 160). The results confirm leaders who
overestimate their own leadership were seen as least transformational by all raters. The
researchers (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992) suggested leaders receive feedback from others so
that they will change their self-view. From this feedback, the leader may be willing to change
his/her behavior and then possibly improve his/her performance (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992).
Assuming the congruence of principal-teacher perspective is important, Goff, Goldring,
and Bickmal, (2014) recommended more research be conducted with self-other ratings in unique
contexts. Urick and Bowers (2014) stated, “investigation into principal perceptions of their
leadership would explain the ways in which principals decide to enact these core effective
leadership behavior” (p. 99). Ham et al. (2015) insisted self-other agreement assessment can
“increase leaders’ awareness of their strengths and weaknesses and [can] provide information
about how others view them, resulting in increased self-awareness” (p. 227). Urick and Bowers
(2014) also asserted the importance of the context and school characteristics on the leadership
behaviors displayed by the principal. Principal leadership behaviors should adapt to fit the school
context (Urick & Bowers, 2014).
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Due to previous inconsistent research findings, Lee and Carpenter (2018) recommended
additional research of self-other agreement, specifically related to job attitudes. Ham et al.,
(2015) study suggested incongruence in perspective of principal’s instructional leadership has a
significant and negative impact on teacher self-efficacy. Researchers recommended further study
on “the effects of self-other (dis)agreements on a range of teacher-level and school-level
effective measures” (Ham et al., 2015, p. 240). Park and Ham’s (2016) research findings
demonstrated incongruent perspectives of principal’s instructional leadership has a negative
influence on teacher collaboration. The authors recommended “paying close analytic attention to
principal-teacher perceptual agreement as it may constitute an important aspect of school
capacity” (p. 450). Sinnema et al. (2015) recommended additional research on incongruence of
perspective of school leadership so that this discrepancy can be reduced and the conditions for
school improvement can be increased. Is a principal’s self-assessment incongruent with teachers’
assessments of the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors? Does incongruence in the
perspectives of the principal’s learning-centered leadership by teachers and the principal impact
teachers’ organizational commitment?
Statement of the Problem
In this age of accountability, the influence of effective school leadership must be
acknowledged. At its center, leadership provides direction and exercises influence over its
context (Leithwood et al., 2004; Leithwood & Riedl, 2003). While classroom teachers provide
direct instruction, effective school leaders encourage rigorous learning goals, establish an
environment that supports teachers, and ensure the necessary resources for learning (Leithwood
& Riedl, 2003).
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Numerous research studies (Allen et al., 2015; Brockemeier, Starr, Green, Pate, & Leech,
2013; Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Leithwood et al., 2004; Soehner & Ryan, 2011; Wilson, 2011)
have investigated the relationships between principal attributes and student achievement. While
not unanimous, findings suggested principals’ behaviors such as instructional management,
internal relations, and organization management have a positive relationship with student
achievement. Research also indicated a principal’s leadership style, though indirect, has a
positive relationship with student achievement (Allen et al., 2015; Hauserman, Ivanikova, &
Stick, 2013; May & Sanders, 2013; Osborne-Lampkin et al., 2015).
School leadership is critical. The effectiveness of the principal's leadership attributes
must be accurately assessed. Avci (2015), Hauserman et al. (2013), and Oyer (2015) attempted to
evaluate principals’ leadership by examining the perspectives of teachers. Allen et al. (2015),
Aslanargun (2012), and Gale and Bishop (2014) used the perspectives of principals themselves
to identify effective leadership attributes. Collecting only principals’ perspectives or only
teachers’ perspectives may be biased and unable to offer a completely accurate picture (Ham et
al., 2015, Niqab et al., 2015). The comparison of teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of
principal’s leadership behaviors has the potential to reveal blind spots and encourage positive
change in leaders (Sergiovanni & Green, 2015). Park and Ham (2016) confirmed that
perceptions of leadership based on self-ratings and the others’ ratings have been “worthy of
scholarly attention” (p. 451). Park and Ham (2014) stated significant research has already been
accomplished in business and industry settings but insisted that research of principal-teachers
perceptual agreement of principal leadership is lacking.
Niqab et al. (2015) investigated the perceptions of secondary school teachers and
principals of leadership competencies in Pakistan. The results of their study indicate a “huge
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breach” between how leaders are perceived by followers and his/her true self. The results from
Ham et al.’s (2015) study suggested the analysis of teachers’ and principals’ perceptions will
provide unique information regarding leadership attributes that may not be revealed in a study of
only one perception. Both self and others assessments are necessary. The researchers
acknowledged their sampling of teachers and principals from four Asia-Pacific region countries,
although culturally and linguistically heterogeneous, does not imply a universal application of
their findings. Ham et al. (2015) suggested additional study to investigate possible effects of
contextual variables from different samples on the perceptions of leadership.
International Christian schools are a complex context that requires school leaders to adapt
to meet their needs (Baldwin, 2012; Harrison, 2012; Martin, 2018). Parents choose Christian
schooling for their children and expect the school environment to nurture their child’s spiritual
development in addition to their academic growth (Harrison, 2012; Martin, 2018). While public
schools have accountability measures for students’ academic performance through standardized
assessments, private Christian schools are ultimately accountable to their “paying customers,”
the parents of their students (Martin, 2018).
The context of Christian schools is unique and may require a different set of principal
leadership attributes (Baldwin, 2012; Banke, Maldonado, & Lacey, 2012; Harrison, 2012).
Banke et al. (2012) stated “Christian School leaders are responsible for all [the] same tasks and
responsibilities as other school administrators but also responsible for the spiritual development
of the school, guiding the Christian school community towards spirituality” (p. 239). Baldwin
(2012) stated Christian Schools must commit to core values of “truth, intellectual development,
Christian educators, potential in Christ, and operational integrity.” During her qualitative study
with 31 principals, a list of 28 essential leadership skills was identified. Baldwin (2012)
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suggested additional study to investigate the teachers’ perceptions of essential leadership
attributes so that leaders better understand the view of their teachers.
Martin (2018) identified the characteristics of Christian school principals who lead highperforming Christian schools. In her mixed-methods study, 18 principals were surveyed using
the Principal Instructional Management Scale and the Servant Leadership Questionnaire
followed by an interview with 15 questions constructed by the researcher. High-quality Christian
school principals were described as instructional leaders who build positive school culture and
demonstrate servant leadership. Uniquely, Christian school principals established both academic
and spiritual goals for their students (Martin, 2018). Martin’s (2018) study was limited to ACSI
Christian Schools located in the United States and did not consider the perspectives of teachers.
Most educational research studies have focused on the public-school setting. There are
only a few research studies of international Christian schools which leaves a large gap in the
literature (Baldwin, 2012; Harrison, 2012; Martin, 2018). International Christian schools can be
described as “English-speaking schools located in an overseas setting with the purpose of
providing a distinct Christian-based education adapted to an American, British, and/or Canadian
curriculum” (Linton, 2015, p. 192). Linton’s (2015) research study identified the ideal traits and
characteristics of International Christian school teachers. These teachers are pedagogically
qualified. They actively build relationships with students, demonstrate spiritual qualities, and
model Christian living (Linton, 2015). Linton (2015) recommended principals recruit and hire
teachers with these specific qualities. Following his analysis of 100 questionnaires from
International Christian School leaders, Speirs (2017) stated that recruitment and retention of
teachers at international Christian schools is one of the top leadership challenges. Hiltibran
(2020) identified similar challenges. She stated that in addition to the same issues in public
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schools or United States-based private schools, International Christian School leaders must
address the continual challenge of recruitment and retention of highly transient teachers in the
midst of greater political and economic uncertainties, unique cross-cultural stress, and personal
loneliness (Hiltibran, 2020). To improve the retention of qualified Christian School teachers,
school leaders must consider their teachers’ organizational commitment. Teachers with low
organizational commitment are more likely to migrate to a different school or resign from their
teaching position (Selamat, Nordin, & Adnan, 2013).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the degree of congruence between principals’
self-perception of learning-centered leadership behaviors and teachers’ perceptions of learningcentered leadership behaviors of their principals in international Christian schools accredited
with the Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) located in countries outside of
North America. If a difference does exist between teachers’ and principals’ perceptions, will
teachers’ organizational commitment be impacted?
Research Questions
● RQ1: To what degree does a principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors align with the perception of the teachers in his/her school?
● RQ2: What relationship exists, if any, between the congruence of teachers’ and the
principal’s perceptions of principal’s learning-centered leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment?
● RQ3: What is the relationship of a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, citizenship, years
of experience as a teacher, and education level to the teacher’s organizational
commitment?
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Hypothesis
H10: There is no difference in a principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of teachers in his/her school.
H20: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of teachers and
the principal of the principal’s learning-centered leadership and teachers' organizational
commitment.
H30: There is no difference in teachers’ gender, age, marital status, citizenship, years of
experience as a teacher, and education level and their organizational commitment?
H4: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
organizational commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, the less
committed teachers will be to their school)
H5: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
affective (emotional) commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers
will display lower affective (emotional) commitment to their school)
H6: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
normative commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will display
lower normative commitment to their school)
H7: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
continuity commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will display
lower continuity commitment to their school)
H8: There is a relationship between a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, years of
experience as a teacher, and education level to the teacher’s organizational commitment?
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Significance of the Study
This study filled a gap in the literature regarding the congruence of teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions of learning-centered leadership behaviors of principals in international
Christian schools. Most previous studies examining effective principal leadership behaviors have
relied on the perspective of either the principal or the teachers, but not both (Ham et al., 2015;
Niqab et al., 2015). Neglecting teachers’ perceptions may allow principals to ignore areas of
weakness. Principals may be uniquely aware of the leadership behaviors that are needed by the
responsibilities of the position. Considering both perspectives provide a more accurate picture
and a greater opportunity for improvement (Ham et al., 2015; Niqab et al., 2015). This study
aimed to “aid principals in better understanding the requirements of effective leadership in
addition to their own leadership strengths and weaknesses...and [inform] principals of the value
of teacher perception regarding their leadership and the possible disparity of perceptions, all of
which could propel the principals to higher performance" (Helms 2012, p. 9). The influence of
school leadership on student achievement and teachers’ organizational commitment is well
documented. (Aydin et al., 2013; Helms, 2012; Gale & Bishop, 2014; Gedifew, 2014; Goldring
et al., 2009; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Hardman, 2011; Hauserman et al., 2013; Kieres &
Gutmore, 2014; Leithwood, 2005; Leithwood et al., 2004; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Marks &
Printy, 2003; Marzano et al., 2005; Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2007; Niqab et al., 2015;
Park & Ham, 2014; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; Ross & Gray, 2006; Soehner & Ryan,
2011; Ward, 2013; Waters et al. 2003). No research study has examined the impact of congruent
or incongruent perspectives of learning-centered leadership on teachers’ organizational
commitment in international Christian schools.
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Definition of Terms
Learning-Centered Leadership - blend of the traditional models of instructional
leadership and transformational leadership (Marks & Printy, 2003)
Self-other agreement - “Degree of agreement between self and others observation” of an
individual’s behaviors (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992, p. 143; Ham et al., 2015)
Congruence - state of agreeing, alignment
Organizational Commitment - “The degree of integration and identification that an
individual feels for an organization” (Palta, 2019, p. 37).
Perception/Perspective - “Perception is an awareness, interpretation, or view; perceptions
of one’s work environment can control their performance” (Helms, 2012, p. 8)
International Christian schools - Schools intending to primarily serve the expatriate
community in their location (Hayden & Thompson, 2008) by providing Christian education.
Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) - ACSI’s mission is ” to strengthen
Christian schools and equip Christian educators worldwide as they prepare students academically
and inspire them to become devoted followers of Jesus Christ” (ACSI, 2020a, para. 1).
Accreditation requires schools to maintain specific standards for policy, governance, academics,
safety, and spiritual development. With over five million students in nearly 24,000 schools in
100 countries worldwide, this organization intends to significantly impact Protestant, Christian
schooling.
Assumptions and Limitations
For the purpose of this study, the population focused on schools that are internationally
accredited with ACSI and located in a country outside of North America. This is a unique and
complex population. All schools accredited with ACSI are Christian Schools (ACSI, 2020a).
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International schools provide education to primarily students from expatriate families living in
their surrounding areas.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
This study has five chapters. The first chapter introduces the problem and its significance
to educational research. The second chapter is a review of all relevant literature regarding
organizational commitment, learning-centered leadership, and perceptual agreement of
leadership behaviors. Chapter three describes the research methods chosen to appropriately study
the research questions and hypotheses. This chapter also includes descriptions of the population
and participants, survey instruments, and the methods for data analysis. The fourth chapter
presents the research findings. The final chapter discusses the conclusions and implications for
the research study.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Overview
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if a difference exists between the
perspectives of teachers and the principal’s self-perspective of the principal’s learning-centered
leadership behaviors and to consider the possible impact of that difference on teachers’
organizational commitment. The purpose of the literature review is to present the foundational
framework for teachers’ organizational commitment, the impact of principal leadership on
student achievement, learning-centered leadership, the impact of principal leadership on
teachers, principal’s self-perception of leadership, teachers’ perspectives of principal’s
leadership, the importance of the congruence of those perspectives, and the significance of the
population of international Christian schools. The importance of principal leadership and
teachers’ organizational commitment is foundational for this study so these aspects will be
described first and supported with current research.
Organizational Commitment of teachers
Organizational commitment is critical for the efficiency, quality, and success of a school
environment (Aydin et al., 2013; Akdemir, 2019; Banjarnahor et al., 2018; Bastug et al., 2016;
Gokyer, 2018; Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018; Larkin, Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega. 2016; Palta,
2019). Organizational commitment is described as an individual’s desire to stay within the
organization, work hard, and accept the values of the organization (Banjarnahor et al. 2018;
Larkin et al., 2016). Palta (2019) defined organizational commitment as “the degree of
integration and identification that an individual feels for an organization” (p. 37). Low
organizational commitment leads to “absenteeism, low performance, and even leaving the job”
(Palta, 2019, p. 37). Replacing employees due to low organizational commitment is costly and
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time-consuming for organizations (Banjarnahor et al., 2018). High organizational commitment is
necessary to retain highly qualified employees since only satisfied workers are willing to stay,
work hard for the organization’s goals, and improve his/her skills (Bastug et al., 2016; Larkin et
al., 2016; Palta, 2019). The broad concept of organizational commitment is directly linked to the
employee’s “psychological state that binds the individual to the organization” (Allen & Meyer,
1990, p. 14) and reduces turnover within an organization.
Helvaci and Kilicoglu (2018) defined organizational commitment “as the affiliation of
the individuals’ emotion with the organization” (p. 106) and demonstrates the employee’s
devotion for his/her job and the organization. The authors insisted organizational commitment
produces high performance and job satisfaction in employees. This commitment is crucial for the
organization’s functionality (Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018). Helvaci and Kilicoglu (2018) studied
the relationship between organizational commitment and organizational change cynicism of
elementary school teachers. Organizational change cynicism is an employee’s reaction to
unsuccessful changes and results in the leader losing the faith of his/her employees. (Helvaci &
Kilicoglu, 2018, p. 106). The researchers identified a significant negative relationship between
organizational commitment and organizational change cynicism. As organizational change
cynicism increases, organizational commitment decreases. A decrease in commitment produces
lower performance and lower job satisfaction. Organizational commitment is a vital element of a
healthy and productive school environment (Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018).
Akdemir (2019) also affirmed organizational commitment is a “vital element for the
success and quality of educational organizations” (p. 172) The author highlighted the positive
correlation between the organizational commitment of teachers and the students’ academic
success. This relationship is mutual—as teachers demonstrate more organizational commitment,
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students demonstrate more academic success. As students are more successful, teachers are
committed (Akdemir, 2019).
This research study attempted to determine the possible impact differences in
perspectives of principal leadership have on teachers’ organizational commitment.
Organizational commitment is a critical element in effective schools and for successful student
achievement (Akdemir, 2019).
Affective, continuity, and normative commitment. Allen and Meyer’s (1990)
foundational research into employees’ attitudinal organizational commitment identified the three
most common themes within organizational commitment. Allen and Meyer (1990) described
these themes as “affective attachment, perceived costs, and obligations'' (p. 2), which are more
broadly titled affective or emotional commitment, continuity commitment, and normative
commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990, Ates & Ihtiyaroglu, 2019; Banjarnahor et al., 2018, Bastug
et al., 2016; Larkin et al., 2016). These components develop independently due to different
antecedents or contributing factors and may be addressed separately (Allen & Meyer, 1990).
Employees may feel each of these attitudinal themes in varying degrees. The net sum of a
person’s commitment is a combination of these three themes (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Allen and
Meyer (1990) constructed a survey tool called the TCM Employee Commitment Survey to assess
employees’ overall organizational commitment as well as the themes of affective, continuity, and
normative commitment. This tool was used to collect data on teachers’ organizational
commitment for this study.
The affective or emotional factor is the emotional bond the employee has for the
organization and includes the employee’s desire to help achieve the organization’s goals (Ates &
Ihtiyaroglu, 2019; Cogaltay, 2015; Larkin et al., 2016). An employee with high affective
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commitment has internalized the organization’s values and feels fully integrated into the
organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Larkin et al., 2016). Larkin et al. (2016) indicated a direct
relationship between teachers’ affective commitment and their willingness to stay with the
organization. Higher affective commitment translated to lower turnover rates (Larkin et al.,
2016). According to Allen and Meyer (1990), “employees with strong affective commitment
remain because they want to” (p. 3) The factors that impact affective commitment include
“personal characteristics, job characteristics, work experience, and structural characteristics''
(Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 4).
An employee’s commitment due to continuity is based on the cost of leaving the
organization. An employee is willing to stay because the cost of leaving is too high (Allen &
Meyer, 1990; Ates & Ihtiyaroglu, 2019; Cogaltay, 2015; Larkin et al., 2016). Other professional
opportunities are either less desirable or unavailable, so the employee is unwilling to leave.
“They feel they must stay '' since there are no other appealing alternatives (Larkin et al., 2016, p.
29). The employee perceives an associated profit with continuing with the organization while
leaving would be too costly (Allen & Meyer, 1990). According to Allen and Meyer (1990),
employees “with strong continuance commitment [remain] because they need to” (p. 3). The
factors that impact continuity commitment are the “magnitude and/or number of investments”
like the time and energy learning non-transferable skills and the “perceived lack of alternatives”
(Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 4).
Normative commitment is based on the employee’s responsibility to the organization and
is demonstrated in the employee’s loyalty to both the organization and his/her work (Ates &
Ihtiyaroglu, 2019). This loyalty is not based on attachment but on an ethical obligation (Larkin et
al., 2016). An employee will stay in an organization because of his/her sense of responsibility
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and a feeling of indebtedness resulting from the time and resources the organization dedicated to
him/her (Larkin et al., 2016, p. 29). Allen and Meyer (1990) described this form of commitment
as obligation. The employee “believes it is the right and moral thing” to stay within the
organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 3). Employees “with strong normative commitment
[remain] because they feel they ought to do so” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 3). Previous
socialization experiences, including prior family experiences, and the organization’s
socialization efforts will impact normative commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990). An employee
tends to stay in an organization if he/she witnessed his/her mother or father remain with an
organization for a long tenure. This study intended to use Allen and Meyer’s framework for
organizational commitment, including the themes of affective, continuity, and normative
commitment.
Compliance, identification, and internalization. Other researchers defined the
dimensions of organizational commitment differently (Akdemir, 2019; Aydin et al., 2013;
Cogaltay, 2015; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016). According to Akdemir (2019), organizational
commitment is “the strength of attachment [the] employee has for the organization s/he work
for” (p. 172). This commitment develops through three dimensions; compliance, identification,
and internalization (Akdemir, 2019; Aydin et al., 2013; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016). While this
classification is different from Allen and Meyer’s (1990) model, common threads are visible.
Compliance (also called Accordance) is achieved through rewards like salary, power, or
promotions. This dimension develops first and is superficial and pragmatic (Akdemir, 2019;
Aydin et al., 2013; Cogaltay, 2015). Commitment through identification develops as the
employee connects his/her personal values with the values of the organization. This
identification is displayed in the pride an employee has for the organization (Akdemir, 2019;
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Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016) and is “based on building sincere relationships among employees''
(Cogaltay, 2015, p. 912). Internalization, the most desirable and final dimension of commitment,
is established when the employee’s values and the organization’s values are realized as fully
compatible (Akdemir, 2019; Aydin et al., 2013; Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018). An employee with
internalized commitment will view him/herself as an essential part of the organization and will
have the “highest level of loyalty” (Cogaltay, 2015, p. 912). Akdemir (2019) demonstrated the
significant mutual relationship between teacher burnout and organizational commitment. As
teacher burnout decreases, organizational commitment will increase. As teachers’ organizational
commitment increases, burnout will decrease. In order to retain qualified teachers, teachers’
organizational commitment must be considered and actively improved.
Principal leadership and teachers’ organizational commitment are related. Sarikaya and
Erdogan (2016) examined the relationship between principals’ instructional leadership behaviors
as perceived by teachers with teachers’ organizational commitment dimensions of compliance,
identification, and internalization. Their results support a positive correlation between
instructional leadership and teachers’ organizational commitment. The authors recommended
principals focus on teacher development, communication, and building trust to help increase
teachers’ organizational commitment (Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016).
Ross and Gray (2006) examined the relationship between principals’ transformational
leadership and teachers’ commitment to school mission, school community, and schoolcommunity partnerships and its impact on student achievement. Principals who demonstrate
more transformational leadership behaviors have a positive impact on teacher commitment.
Through positive teacher commitment, principals can improve student achievement. Ross and
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Gray (2006) suggested the principal’s strongest impact occurs through improving teachers’
commitment to school-community partnership.
Value commitment and commitment to stay. Nguni, Sleegers, and Deneesen (2006)
simplified organizational commitment into two subscales; value commitment and commitment to
stay. Value commitment indicates the employee’s willingness to support the organization’s goals
while commitment to stay shows the employee’s desire to remain in the organization. Nguni et
al., (2006) research demonstrated a positive relationship between transformational leadership and
both value commitment and commitment to stay. In Gokyer’s (2018) research of teachers’
organizational commitment in a school, the researcher divided the topic into four categories:
“commitment to school development, commitment to colleagues, commitment to the teaching
profession, and commitment to an advanced sense of duty” (p. 116). Gokyer (2018) considered
the impact of demographic variables on teachers’ organizational commitment. The results
suggested married teachers are more committed to school development than single teachers.
Teachers in city centers are more committed to colleagues than those in small towns. and
teachers older than age 51 are more committed to colleagues than younger cohorts. Teacher
candidates (student teachers) display more commitment to the advanced sense of duty than
teachers and expert teachers. Teachers displayed a strong commitment to the teaching profession
(Gokyer, 2018).
While the definition of organizational commitment may differ slightly between
researchers (Akdemir, 2019; Allen & Meyer, 1990; Gokyer, 2018; Nguni et al., 2006; Ross &
Gray, 2006; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016), the importance of maintaining positive teacher
organizational commitment is clearly supported by their research. Strong teacher organizational
commitment can improve student achievement and teachers’ professional practice, reduce
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teacher burnout, improve teacher retention (Akdemir, 2019; Gokyer, 2018; Ross & Gray, 2006).
This study intended to determine if differences in perspectives of principal leadership impacted
teachers’ organizational commitment.
Principal’s impact on teachers’ organizational commitment. Leaders have a direct
impact on their followers’ organizational commitment (Aydin et al., 2013; Aytac, 2015; Helms,
2012; Kieres & Gutmore, 2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Ross & Gray, 2006). Aydin et al. (2013)
demonstrated the positive relationship between the principal’s transformational leadership and
teachers’ organizational commitment. The authors recommended school leaders increase their
transformational leadership behavior so that teachers’ organizational commitment may increase.
Marks and Printy (2003) research also suggested a strong connection between principal’s
transformational and instructional leadership behaviors and teachers’ commitment. Teachers will
“grow in commitment, professional involvement, and willingness to innovate” (Marks & Printy,
p. 393) if they perceive appropriate leadership behaviors from their principal. Palta (2019)
indicated a positive relationship between the perception of principal’s servant leadership
behaviors and teachers’ organizational commitment. As a principal’s servant leadership
behaviors increase, teachers’ organizational commitment also increases. Atyac’s (2015) study of
the relationship between a principal’s talent management leadership style and teachers’
organizational commitment using Allen and Meyer’s (1990) three themes demonstrated a
significant positive relationship. The researcher noted teachers tend to have stronger continuance
commitment rather than normative or affective commitment to their school. This may be a
concern since continuance commitment lacks a positive emotional commitment and relies on the
lack of a better alternative option.
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Kieres and Gutmore (2014) indicated the “profound influence” the principal can have on
teachers’ commitment. A principal who demonstrates frequent individualized consideration for
teachers through personal feedback, support, and encouragement will grow teachers’
commitment to the organization (Kieres & Gutmore, 2014). Kaya (2015) examined the
relationship between the principal’s spiritual leadership and teachers’ organizational citizenship
behaviors. The results clearly indicated a positive correlation between leadership and
organizational citizenship behaviors. The researcher emphasized the benefits of spiritual
leadership also include higher levels of employee health, organizational commitment, and
performance. Hauserman (2013) asserted that a principal who acknowledges the importance of
his/her partnership with teachers and works to empower his/her teachers will also increase the
organizational commitment of his/her teachers. Helms (2012) asserted that teachers' performance
and motivation will increase if the principal offers personal attention. While Nguni et al. (2006)
also demonstrated this positive relationship between the principal’s leadership and organizational
commitment, their research showed only a weak, insignificant relationship between
individualized consideration and organizational commitment. In Nguni et al.’s (2006) research,
charismatic leadership behaviors demonstrated the greatest impact on organizational
commitment. Sarikaya and Erdogan (2016) investigated the relationship between teachers’
organizational commitment and teachers’ perceptions of principal’s instructional leadership
behaviors. Their results indicated a correlation between instructional leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment. “The best predictor of organizational commitment is the
construction of a well-organized learning-teaching environment and climate, [a function] of
instructional leadership” (Sarikaya & Erdogan, p. 80).
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Bastug et al. (2016) investigated the relationship between employees’ organizational
trust and their organizational commitment. Their results indicate higher levels of trust from an
employee for his/her director will positively affect the employee’s affective, continuance, and
normative commitments. A leader who develops trust with their employees can help improve the
overall organizational commitment of their employees. While the impact of principal leadership
on teachers’ organizational commitment is supported by previous research (Bastug et al., 2016;
Kaya, 2015; Kieres & Gutmore, 2014; Nguni et al., 2006; Sarikaya & Erdogan, 2016) the
teachers’ perspective of the principal’s leadership behaviors may differ from the self-reported
principal leadership behaviors.
Impact of Principal Leadership on Student Achievement
“Leadership matters” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 1). Leadership is a critical element in
organizational success, sustaining an organization during periods of crisis, providing direction
during seasons of significant transition, and maintaining the focus on learning within a school.
(Murphy et al., 2006). Leithwood and Riehl (2003) stated, “Scratch the surface of an excellent
school and you are likely to find an excellent principal; Peep into a failing school and you will
find weak leadership” (p. 64). Great school leadership produces better student outcomes by
facilitating excellent staff and providing the best resources (Niqab et al., 2015).
Leadership has an indirect impact on student achievement. Leaders directly influence
school operations and classroom activities which then impact the primary outcome of education,
student achievement (Gedifew, 2014; Hardman, 2011; Hauserman, 2013; Murphy et al., 2006;
Park & Ham, 2014; Soehner & Ryan, 2011). Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) reported the
findings of their meta-analysis of 35 years of research studies into the impact of school
leadership on student achievement. The authors affirmed, “school leadership has a substantial
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effect on student achievement” (p. 12). The importance of school leadership is supported by
three types of research evidence: qualitative studies, quantitative studies of overall effects of
leadership, and quantitative studies of specific practices. Qualitative studies conducted in
exceptional school settings often display results indicating leadership positively impacting
student learning (Leithwood, 2005). Ward’s (2013) observations of an elementary principal over
the course of a year indicated a dramatic increase in student achievement due to leadership
activities. White-Smith’s (2012) phenomenological study examined the impact of three
principals’ leadership behaviors on student achievement in urban schools serving low-income
minority students. The results of her study demonstrated “principal leadership, through its effect
on teachers, can positively affect student outcomes” (p. 6). Gale and Bishop (2014) examined the
effective leadership behaviors of principals of middle schools. Through interviews and focus
groups, observations, and document review, the researchers identified two key dispositions that
are critical for middle school leaders: responsiveness and relationship. The research results
indicated the academic success of middle school students relies on a principal who is responsive
to the unique needs of middle school students and develops strong relationships with students,
teachers, and family. These small sampled qualitative studies do not provide generalizable
results.
Large-scale quantitative studies (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Marzano et al., 2005;
Robinson & Lloyd, 2008) suggested the combined influence of direct and indirect leadership on
student achievement is small. While this influence is small, it is still significant. Research
indicates the total impact of school-level variables accounts for ten to twenty percent of student
achievement (Leithwood, 2005). Waters, Mazarno, and McNulty (2003) described specific
leadership responsibilities that can have a positive impact on student achievement but can also
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have marginal or even a negative impact. They asserted an effective school leader can positively
impact student achievement by identifying and focusing on the practices that have the most
positive potential. This leader must also understand the degree of change he/she will be leading
and adjust his/her practices appropriately (Waters et al., 2003).
Hardman’s (2011) quantitative study of teachers’ perspective of principal’s leadership
styles and its relationship to student achievement demonstrated a significant relationship between
leadership and student achievement. Transformational and passive-avoidant leadership styles had
a positive relationship while transactional leadership had a negative relationship with student
achievement. Allen et al. (2015) explored the relationship between the principal’s
transformational leadership, school climate, and student achievement. Results indicated a
positive relationship between transformational leadership and school climate. Results do not
show a relationship between math achievement and transformational leadership.
“Effective principals foster teachers’ teamwork and create a collaborative work culture in
order to improve school performance“ (Park & Ham, 2014, p. 454). School leaders who are
teacher-focused build the capacity of teachers which forms the whole school capacity. Strong
school capacity will result in improved student achievement (Hardman, 2010). This study relied
on the previous research that demonstrated the positive effect school principals have on student
achievement but questioned whether the school principal’s self-assessment of his/her leadership
behaviors are aligned with the perspectives of their teachers.
Learning-Centered Leadership (Leadership for Learning)
Learning-centered leadership behaviors are necessary for school improvement (Dufour,
2002; Goff, Goldring, & Bickman, 2014; Minor et al., 2014). This type of leadership is a blend
of the traditional models of instructional leadership and transformational leadership (DuFour,
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2002; Farnsworth, 2015; Hardman, 2011; Liu et al., 2016; Marks & Printy, 2003). While
transformational leadership is required for visionary school improvement, the complement of
instructional leadership adds the components necessary to achieve high-quality learning
experiences (Marks & Printy, 2003). Combining these models of leadership creates strong
collaboration between teachers and principals and supports productive innovation and school
improvement (Goldring et al., 2014; Urick & Bowers, 2014). This integrated model of leadership
will produce strong school performance (Marks & Printy, 2003; Urick & Bowers, 2014).
Learning-centered leadership can also be described as “leadership for learning,” “instructionally
focused leadership,” or “leadership for school improvement” (Murphy et al., 2007). This
research study focused on the learning-centered leadership behaviors of school principals.
Learning-centered leaders are dedicated to improving instruction and student
achievement (Goldring et al., 2009). School leaders who display this leadership focus on the
critical needs of the school including curriculum, assessment, and instruction. They pursue
excellence in all dimensions of schooling; administration, organization, and finance so that
student learning will improve (Murphy et al., 2007). “A distinctive feature of [learning-centered
leadership] is capacity building to promote the learning of all members of the school
community” (Liu et al., 2016, p. 664). The foundations of this model were derived from the
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium: Standards for School Leaders (ISLLC)
(Reardon, 2011). ISLLC describes “effective school leaders as strong educators, anchoring their
work on central issues of learning and teaching and school improvement” (Reardon, 2011, p. 66).
The major dimensions of learning-centered leadership include: vision of learning, instructional
program, curricular program, assessment program, communities of learning, resource
acquisition, and use, organizational culture, and social advocacy (Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy et
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al., 2007). Each of these dimensions of learning-centered leadership is assessed and evaluated
within this research study and requires more description and clarification.
Vision of learning. The vision of learning is an essential value in school improvement.
An effective learning-centered leader will dedicate significant energy to develop, communicate,
implement, and sustain the vision of learning. The development process includes the interests
and efforts of stakeholders. High standards for all students and ambitious goals for improvement
are foundational in this vision (Murphy et al., 2006). These goals are explicit with clear learning
targets that are measurable within a reasonable timeline (Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy et al.,
2007). Key resources necessary to meet these goals are identified and provided within the school
community (Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2007).
An effective learning-centered leader clearly, regularly, and consistently communicates
the school’s vision to all stakeholders. This vision is “at the forefront of everyone’s attention and
at the center of everyone’s work” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 10). This vision is then translated into
operation (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 10). By providing necessary resources, developing systems,
delegating responsibility, building buy-in with faculty, and encouraging new policies to achieve
the vision of learning, an effective leader moves vision into reality (Murphy et al., 2006). The
leader will actively recognize, celebrate, and reward stakeholders who help make the school’s
vision for learning into reality (Murphy et al., 2007). As a shepherd of the school vision and
goals, the leader will acknowledge failures while maintaining enthusiasm to pursue the goals
(Murphy et al., 2007).
Instructional program. A learning-centered leader is “knowledgeable about and deeply
involved in the instructional program of the school and [is] heavily invested in instruction,
spending considerable time on the teaching function” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 11). Teachers are
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viewed as “the keystone of quality education” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 11) and the providers of
quality instruction. “Quality instruction is defined as effective instructional practices that
maximize student academic and social learning” (Goldring et al., 2007, p. 6). An effective leader
spends significant time recruiting and hiring high-quality teachers who are well-aligned with the
vision for learning and capable of delivering instruction that is engaging to students (Goldring et
al., 2007; Murphy et al., 2006). The leader is involved in the teaching process by observing
classroom instruction, offering timely and appropriate job performance feedback to teachers,
monitoring the alignment of learning standards, objectives, and instructions (Goldring et al.,
2007; Murphy et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2007). Within the school day, a learning-centered
leader will confirm that the majority of minutes are spent on instructional activities and will
protect instructional time from interruptions. Time for collaborative work between teachers is
carefully planned and structured for productive discussion (Murphy et al., 2007). The leader will
systematically celebrate the instructional achievements of the school through both public
acknowledgment and private praise to individuals. Achievement is linked to recognition and
recognition to rewards (Murphy et al., 2007).
Curricular program. A learning-centered leader establishes high standards and clear
learning expectations so that the entire academic program is rigorous, and each student has highquality educational experiences. Curriculum is well aligned so that standards, objectives,
instructional strategies, materials, and assessment fit together. The program is aligned within and
across grade levels and subject areas (Murphy et al., 2006; Porter et al., 2010). The curricular
program has ambitious content standards in core subjects for all students (Goldring, 2007;
Reardon, 2011). The rigor of these standards is determined not just by the topics to be taught but
the degree of cognitive demand that is expected of students (Goldring et al., 2007). Students are
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expected to do more than rote memorization but are expected to synthesize, solve problems, and
generalize (Goldring et al., 2007). An effective school leader will demand high academic rigor
for all students, independent of race, sex, social-economic status, first language, or disability
(Goldring et al., 2007).
Assessment program. The assessment program in a school with learning-centered
leadership will be comprehensive, including both formal and informal methods of data
collection. Data will be disaggregated by relevant biosocial characteristics like gender, race,
social-economic status. Data will be triangulated with multiple sources to confirm the
effectiveness of instructional and curriculum programs (Murphy et al., 2006). School leaders and
effective teachers use relevant data to make critical classroom and schoolwide decisions
(Murphy et al., 2006). Assessment results are regularly communicated to parents and teachers
(Murphy et al., 2006). An effective school leader will unpack with teachers the importance of the
assessment results for individual students, for a classroom, and for whole school significance
(Murphy et al., 2006).
Communities of learning. In a learning-centered school, teachers and school leaders
display professional behaviors that produce a healthy school environment where the primary
focus is student learning (Goldring et al., 2014, Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2010). An
effective school leader will establish a safe and orderly environment as the necessary foundation
for student achievement (Goldring et al., 2007). Students and staff feel safe and supported by the
people and structures within the school (Goldring et al., 2007; Tan, 2014). A learning-centered
leader takes responsibility to build a school climate of respect and care for students and teachers
(Goldring et al., 2007).
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The school is organized into small professional learning communities where teachers
collaborate to pursue the school’s learning goals (Golding et al., 2007). Teachers reflect on
current practice and develop strategies for improvement based on relevant evidence (Goldring et
al., 2007). A learning-centered leader will consistently promote and model professional
development and lifelong learning (Murphy et al., 2006). The leader will acknowledge staff
conflict and proactively work to resolve these issues (Tan, 2014). The leader will provide the
essential resources: materials, time, and mentorship needed by teachers to improve their
instructional skills (Murphy et al., 2006).
Resources acquisition and use. The acquisition and use of critical resources were
already addressed within the vision for learning, curricular program, and instructional program of
a learning-centered school. A learning-centered leader is an expert in providing the necessary
high-quality teachers, curriculum resources, instructional materials, and professional
development opportunities required to achieve the school’s learning goals (Murphy et al., 2006).
A learning-centered school has the strategic resources necessary to help students reach ambitious
learning goals (Murphy et al., 2006). The resources secured by the school are directly linked to
the school’s mission and goals (Murphy et al., 2006).
Organizational culture. Murphy et al. (2006) insisted a learning-centered school with an
effective organizational culture will have five major themes: production emphasis,
accountability, continuous improvement, safe and orderly learning environment, and
personalized community. A school with an organizational emphasis towards production will be
oriented towards outcomes. The learning-centered leader establishes high expectations for
him/herself, teachers, and students. These expectations are visible within school policies.
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Teachers are motivated and passionate towards meeting these important goals and willing to take
risks to achieve them (Murphy et al., 2006).
Accountability is not a new expectation. Since the No Child Left Behind Act was signed
into law in 2001 and reaffirmed in 2015 with the Every Student Succeeds Act, external pressure
to demonstrate academic achievement has been applied to schools and their leaders (Murphy et
al., 2006). A learning-centered leader will connect these external expectations with his/her
school’s mission and goals so that teachers can accept the external goals and work to meet them
(Murphy et al., 2006). In addition to external accountability, a learning-centered leader
recognizes the importance of establishing internal goals and providing the necessary support to
teachers and students to meet those goals (Murphy et al., 2006; Porter et al., 2010). A learningcentered leader will provide teacher incentives, build teacher capacity, assess growth and
progress toward the goal, and apply both consequences and rewards as the staff pursues the
school goals. While the work of individual teachers is considered, a learning-centered leader will
work to build a cohesive organization that is focused on the school’s goals (Murphy et al., 2006).
A learning-centered school will have an organizational culture focused on continuous
school improvement. An effective school leader understands “complacency is the enemy of
improvement” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 24) and will actively combat stagnation. Teachers are
encouraged to be proactive and take initiative to improve education. The learning-centered leader
connects the results from the school’s assessment program with areas for growth to develop a
strategic plan to meet the current and long-term needs of students and the school (Murphy et al.,
2006).
A safe and orderly learning environment must not be overlooked. A learning-centered
school is operated safely, efficiently, and effectively (Murphy et al., 2006). The physical

44

environment is “safe, clean, and aesthetically pleasing” (Murphy et al., 2006, p. 25) to promote
productive learning experiences. The physical plant support system quickly and appropriately
addresses any problems and restores the safety and orderliness of the environment (Murphy et
al., 2006). Beyond the physical environment, a learning-centered school has procedures and
policies in place to maintain order and discipline within the community. Behavior expectations
are clearly communicated, and appropriate consequences are given when those expectations are
not followed. The school’s code of conduct is known and accepted by teachers, students, parents,
and administration. A learning-centered leader leads the development of the code of conduct,
procedures, and policies and ensures they are aligned with the school’s learning goals.
As schools have grown in size and hierarchy, often they become impersonal. Students
feel unknown and uncared for (Murphy et al., 2006). But Murphy et al. (2006) insisted that
schools that pursue real academic achievement are highly personalized communities. Each
student feels known, cared for, valued, and important within a learning-centered school (Murphy
et al., 2006).
Social advocacy. This element of learning-centered leadership recognizes the larger
dynamics that impact schools. An effective school leader demonstrates agency and advocacy
within his/her community context by promoting “the success of all students by activating with
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner…[while] understanding, responding to, and
influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context” (Murphy &
Shipman, 1998, p.26). Murphy et al., (2006) identified four domains of social advocacy:
environmental context, diversity, ethics, and stakeholder engagement. Within the environmental
context, a learning-centered leader understands the political trends and influences that may
impact learning experiences at his/her school and proactively responds to gain policy advantages
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for his/her students, teachers, and school. Diversity is honored and recognized as a benefit for the
school community. An effective school leader will strengthen communication between groups of
diverse stakeholders. Ethical leadership goes beyond fulfilling legal obligations. A learningcentered leader will ensure school policies and procedures are applied with fairness, wisdom, and
appropriate consideration (Murphy et al., 2006). This leader will consistently demonstrate care
for the good of the school community and will uphold high standards of personal and
professional ethics. As a final element of social advocacy, an effective leader will build
community collaboration so that parents and community members are directly involved in
improving students’ academic and social learning experiences. Multiple forms of communication
are used to inform and engage parents and the community to build strong bridges between
school, home, and the community (Murphy et al., 2006).
Learning-centered leadership relies on a leader’s vision for learning, development of the
instructional program, curricular program, assessment program, ability to build communities for
learning, provision for essential resources, development of effective organizational culture, and
his/her social advocacy (Murphy et al., 2006). This research study specifically explored these
elements of principals’ learning-centered leadership behaviors as observed by their teachers and
their own self-assessment using the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VALED).
Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED). In this era of
increasing accountability for school performance and academic achievement, effective, practical,
and accurate assessment of principal leadership is critically important (Minor et al., 2014).
Accurate assessment of leadership is necessary for both accountability and professional
development purposes (Porter et al., 2008). Researchers (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008)
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identified multiple problems within other principal evaluation systems. Some systems lack
construction based on an empirical understanding of effective leadership behaviors, and others
are not aligned with professional standards. “Most can amass no evidence on the reliability and
validity of procedures employed” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 31). While many principals have had
positive experiences with evaluation systems, few principals felt the evaluation encouraged
growth or improved their leadership performance (Porter et al., 2008). Principal evaluation
requires a research-based, aligned with standards, evaluation tool that is linked to improved
performance (Porter et al., 2008).
This research study used a leadership assessment called the Vanderbilt Assessment of
Leadership in Education (VAL-ED). The VAL-ED was constructed to meet the demands of
accountability and encourage professional growth in principals (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al.,
2008). The VAL-ED “is a behavior inventory of learning-center leadership based on ratings from
the principal herself/himself, teachers, and the principal’s supervisor” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 31).
The primary purposes of the assessment are “diagnostic analysis, performance feedback,
progress monitoring, and professional development planning” for school principals (Porter et al.,
2008, p. 5). Minor et al. (2014) researched the accuracy of this assessment. The results strongly
suggested the VAL-ED can distinguish between highly effective principals and those who are
merely satisfactory (Minor et al., 2014) by comparing result profiles to norm-referenced data as
well as performance standards (Porter et al., 2008). The VAL-ED was developed by Porter et al.
(2008) to measure learning-centered leadership behaviors and is aligned with Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards (Ham et al., 2015). The multi-rater assessment
collects results from teachers, principals, and supervisors to offer 360-degree feedback to the
principal (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). The assessment is constructed with two
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dimensions: core components and key processes (Ham et al., 2015; Minor et al., 2014; Porter et
al., 2008). “Core components capture the school characteristics that are important for the
instructional environment and student learning, while the key processes capture how the
principals develop and nurture these characteristics” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 32).
Minor et al. (2014) described the six core components of the VAL-ED: “high standards
for student performance, rigorous curriculum (content), quality instruction(pedagogy), culture of
learning and professional behavior, connections to external communities, and systemic
performance accountability” (p. 32). A school with high standards has clear learning goals that
drive rigorous learning for all students. An effective school leader will “ensure there are
individual, team, and school goals for rigorous student academic and social learning” (Porter et
al., 2008, p. 13). Curriculum provides appropriate, challenging content of instruction to students
(Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). An effective school leader is knowledgeable and “deeply
involved” in the curricular program to ensure students are provided rigorous content (Porter et
al., 2008, p. 13). Instruction is based on best practices and effective instructional strategies to
produce quality learning experiences (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). An effective school
leader can identify quality instruction and provide feedback to teachers in order to draw out a
better learning experience (Porter et al., 2008).
The learning environment, including both inside the school and within the home and
community, promotes a culture of learning (Minor et al., 2014). An effective school leader will
proactively develop a collaborative learning culture within the school by joining teachers
together in professional learning communities (Porter et al., 2008). Partnerships are formed
between school and community to promote collaboration (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008).
An effective school leader will establish and maintain relationships with parents and community
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members to strengthen student achievement (Porter et al., 2008). The system of accountability
holds administration, teachers, and students responsible to pursue rigorous learning goals (Minor
et al., 2014). An effective school leader will use both internal and external accountability
systems to confirm instructional strategies are meeting the rigorous learning goals (Porter et al.,
2008).
The VAL-ED also measures the six key processes of learning-center leadership;
planning, implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating, and monitoring (Minor et al.,
2014; Porter et al., 2008). “A highly effective principal uses these key processes to create the
core components needed to have an effective school” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 33). During
planning, effective leaders “articulate the shared goals and mechanisms for developing and
maintaining high standards for student achievement” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 33). Leaders
consider the resources, tasks, and people needed to realize the high standards (Porter et al.,
2008). During implementing, leaders implement the policies and procedures for effective
learning (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). During supporting, leaders provide the
necessary conditions for academic learning and social growth for students and staff. They help
others be successful. By demonstrating personal interest, being available, and giving guidance,
leaders show support for teachers (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). During advocating,
“leaders advocate for the best interest of all of their students” (Minor et al., 2014, p. 33).
Diversity is honored and respected. All students, including those with special needs, receive
high-quality content-rich instruction (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008). During
communicating, leaders clearly and regularly articulate the school’s high standards for student
achievement to parents, community members, local businesses, and social service agencies via
multiple channels (Porter et al., 2008). During monitoring, leaders gather and analyze data to
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make the best decision for school improvement (Minor et al., 2014; Porter et al., 2008).
Alignment of curriculum, level of rigor of content, instructional quality, and overall student
achievement are monitored to confirm high performance (Porter et al., 2008).
Combining the six core components and six key processes creates 36 domains for
learning-centered leadership behaviors. Each competent will have six ratings for each of the six
processes. Within the VAL-ED assessment, a principal assesses his/her own effectiveness in all
36 domains. Teachers in the principal’s school and the principal’s supervisor give a rating of the
principal for each of these domains. Combining the results from the principal’s self-assessment
and from teachers and the supervisor offers a 360-degree assessment of the principal’s
performance (Minor et al., 2013; Porter et al., 2008). The principal assessment results are defined
by Performance Level Descriptors which are based on a criterion-reference (Porter et al., 2008).
Below basic proficiency level descriptor describes a principal with leadership behaviors that are
“unlikely to influence teachers” (Porter et al., 2008, p.113) to improve student achievement.
Basic proficiency describes a principal who displays leadership behaviors with a level of
effectiveness that will influence teachers to improve student achievement for some students but
not all. Proficient level describes a principal who demonstrates effective leadership behaviors
that will influence teachers so that school experiences acceptable improvement in student
achievement. Distinguished level describes a principal who displays highly effective leadership
behaviors, including the core components and key processes of learning-centered leadership, that
will certainly influence teachers so that strong improvement in student achievement is realized
(Porter et al., 2008). For this study, principals and teachers completed the VAL-ED assessment
to rate the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. From the results, the researcher
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was able to investigate the degree of congruence (or alignment) between the principal's
perspective and the teachers’ perspectives of the principal’s leadership behaviors.
Impact of Principal Leadership on Teachers
In his speech to the Wallace Foundation’s National Conference on Educational
Leadership in 2009, the U.S Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan stated, “Great principals
attract great talent. They nurture that great talent, and they develop that great talent. Bad
principals are the reverse: bad principals don’t attract good talent, they run off good talent.” A
principal’s leadership behaviors have a positive and strong relationship with teacher
commitment, professional involvement, and innovativeness (Blase & Blase, 1999; Hardman,
2011). These behaviors include “framing school goals, communicating school goals, supervising
and evaluating instructional, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student progress,
protecting instructional time, maintaining high visibility, providing incentives for teachers,
supporting professional development sessions, and providing incentives for learning” (Blase &
Blase, 1999, p. 353). Principals bring out the best in teachers (Hauserman, 2013; Urick &
Bowers, 2014). According to Blase and Blase (1999), principals encourage teachers’ professional
growth through reflective dialogue. Principals help teachers become more aware of their
instructional practices by “making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling, using inquiry and
soliciting advice and opinions, and giving praise” (Blase & Blase, 1999, p. 359). Principals also
encourage teachers to study teaching and learning, collaborate with other teachers, develop a
relationship with an instructional coach, and redesign academic programs (Blase & Blase, 1999).
Teachers who feel supported by their principal will be willing to use their time and talents to
pursue new strategies to improve standardized test scores (Hardman, 2011). Principals who are
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approachable and communicate effectively build a sense of teamwork with their faculty and in
turn increase teacher commitment and collegiality (Hauserman, 2013).
While Blase and Blase (1999) emphasized the behaviors that have a positive impact on
teachers, they also highlighted a few behaviors that principals should avoid. Principals should
not try to control teachers or create an environment of competition between teachers (Blase &
Blase, 1999). Hardman (2011) also asserted that negative behaviors of principals towards
teachers produce poor quality instruction and lower student engagement. Teachers who feel
abused by their principals will be less willing to participate in collaborative opportunities and
less able to work towards school improvement (Hardman, 2011).
Blase and Blase (2002) considered the “dark side of leadership” in their research study
into teachers’ perspectives of principal mistreatment. Using a snowball sampling technique, the
researchers interviewed 50 teachers who had experienced working with an abusive principal.
Their findings revealed three levels of principal’s mistreatment of teachers including indirect,
moderately aggressive mistreatment behaviors; direct, escalating aggression; and direct, severely
aggressive behavior. Indirect moderately aggressive mistreatment included “discounting
teachers’ thoughts, needs and feelings...isolating and nonsupport of teachers...withholding
resources and denying approval, opportunities, and credit...favoring ‘select’ teachers...offensive
personal conduct” (Blase & Blase, 2002, p. 690). Moderately aggressive mistreatment included
spying, sabotaging, stealing, destroying teacher resources, unreasonable work demands, private
criticism, and public criticism. The most severe mistreatment of principals included lying,
explosive behavior, threats, unwarranted written reprimands, unfair evaluations, mistreating
students, forced reassignments or terminations, preventing promotions, sexual harassment, and
racism.
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This mistreatment has a significant impact on teachers. Early responses of teachers
included “feelings of shock and disorientation, humiliation, loneliness, injured confidence and
self-esteem, and being corrupted and guilty” (Blase & Blase, 2002, p. 700). Long-term exposure
to principal mistreatment can cause teachers to feel fear and anxiety, anger, depression, and
isolation. Some teachers experience physical and physiological problems like weight gain and
insomnia. Final results from prolonged mistreatment include damaged schools, damaged
relationships, damaged classrooms, impaired decision making, and teachers leaving their job or
the profession of teaching (Blase & Blase, 2002). Principals must not only avoid behaviors that
mistreat teachers but actively work to build trust with their teachers. Blase and Blase (2002)
insisted:
Now, more than ever before, school reform efforts require that principals and teachers at
the school level work together collaboratively to solve educational problems. Such
collaboration is successful when school principals build trust in their schools; trust, in
turn, serves as a foundation for open, honest, and reflective professional dialogue;
problem-solving; innovative initiatives; and more directly, the development of the school
as a powerful community of learners willing to take responsibility for and capable of
success. (p. 721)
Principal’s self-perception of his/her Leadership
The impact of principal leadership is clearly supported by research (Blase & Blase, 1999;
Hardman, 2011). Some research studies (Bellibas & Liu, 2018; Gale & Bishop, 2014; Goldring,
Huff, Spillane, & Barnes, 2009; Urick & Bowers, 2014) relied on only the perspective of
principals to determine the impact of principal leadership on school effectiveness measures. The
understanding of principal leadership behaviors and their impact is limited and potentially
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inaccurate if only one perspective is examined (Ham et al., 2015). Bellibas and Liu (2018)
compared principals’ perspectives of both instructional and distributed leadership behaviors on
the principals’ perspective of school climate. Results demonstrated both leadership styles
correlate with mutual respect, which is a primary component of school climate. Relying on
principals’ perspectives only, the researchers insisted that a school climate based on mutual
respect is developed by principals who facilitate teacher collaboration, help teachers improve
their instructional practices, and hold teachers accountable for student achievement. While the
researchers affirmed the value of their results, they also acknowledged that relying entirely on
principals’ perspectives may “undermine the objectivity of the data” (Baellibas & Liu, 2018, p.
241).
Urick and Bowers (2014) explored principals’ perceptions of their leadership style used
within their school context to determine how multiple leadership models may overlap within one
leader. The researchers compared the foundational models of transformational leadership,
instructional leadership, and shared instructional leadership. They identified five core leadership
behaviors including “communicate mission, promote professional growth, build [a] sense of
community, coordinate the instructional program, share instructional leadership with teachers”
(p. 104) which are present in each of the foundational models. The researchers asserted
“principal perception demonstrates the ways in which principals choose to perform or not
perform idealized core leadership behaviors or groups of behaviors (styles) within their own
school” (p. 106). The results demonstrated that a principal displays multiple models of leadership
within his/her role as a school leader. Also, the context of the school strongly impacts the model
of leadership displayed by the leader. The researchers acknowledged the limits of principal
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perception and recommended including teachers’ perceptions of principal’s leadership in further
study.
Goldring et al. (2009) investigated principals’ perceptions of their expertise in learningcentered leadership. Using self-report principal surveys and responses to open-ended scenarios,
the researchers determined differences in leadership expertise of principals. Some principals
displayed a deep understanding of essential leadership behaviors while others only showed
surface understanding. The researchers highlighted a discrepancy in the findings of the selfreport surveys and open-ended scenarios. The results from the surveys did not correlate with the
finds from the open-ended scenarios. A possible explanation for this difference is the limit of
self-report measures. “Perhaps the self-report measures are not reliable” (Goldring et al., p. 219).
The researchers recommended further study of leadership expertise by gathering both survey
responses from both principal and teachers.
Gale and Bishop (2014) interviewed middle school principals to examine their
perspectives of effective leadership behaviors specific to middle schools. The researchers
identified two essential leadership behaviors, including responsiveness and relationship.
According to middle school principals, a school leader must have empathy and understanding of
the unique needs of adolescents. This empathy and understanding build a school culture where
staff and administration are responsive to their students. Secondly, an effective school leader is
relational and builds connections with students, faculty and staff, and family (Gale & Bishop,
2014). While the research findings seem reasonable and supported by the data collected from
principals, no additional viewpoint or data including student achievement results were used to
verify the perspective of the middle school principals.
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Teachers’ Perception of Principal’s Leadership
Teachers work closely with their school principal. Teachers’ perceptions of their
principal’s leadership should be strongly considered when assessing the leadership behaviors of
the principal (Hang, 2011). Hardman (2011) demonstrated a positive relationship between
teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership and student achievement. A teacher’s
perception of his/her principal also directly impacts the teacher’s self-esteem (Niqab & Sharma,
2015). Park and Ham (2014) demonstrated a significant association between teachers’ perception
of their principal’s leadership and strong teacher collaboration while the principal’s selfassessment of his/her leadership did not correlate with collaborative activities. O’Donnell and
White’s (2005) research on the impact of principal’s instructional leadership and student
achievement did not demonstrate a significant relationship between principal leadership and
student achievement. The results did indicate a positive relationship between the teachers’
perspective of the principal's instructional leadership behavior and student achievement (p. 61).
The researchers also highlighted “teachers' perceptions of principals’ efforts to promote the
school learning climate had the largest explanatory power for predicting mathematics and
reading scores. With principals’ self-ratings, the researcher did not find any significant effects”
(p. 61). Hardman’s (2011) research also demonstrated a positive relationship between teachers’
perspective of their principal’s leadership and student achievement. In Hardman’s (2011) study,
teachers identified school culture as the area principals display the greatest influence on student
achievement.
The Metlife Survey of the American Teacher (2012) incorporated both quantitative and
qualitative methods to “gain a clear picture of attitudes and perceptions among teachers” of the
challenges for school leadership (p. 1). Researchers asked 1,000 U.S. public school teachers and
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500 U.S. public school principals to report on many significant aspects of current school
leadership including declining job satisfaction, increasing complexity of the role of principal,
declining budgets, and implementation of Common Core standards. Results indicated the
majority of teachers think their principal is doing a “pretty good” or even excellent job (p. 37).
Teachers at urban schools are less likely than teachers at suburban or rural schools to offer an
excellent rating to their principal. Teachers who say their principal is doing an excellent job also
report an increase in time for professional development and collaboration. Teachers with low job
satisfaction are also more likely to have a less positive view of their principal (Metropolitan Life,
2012).
Oyer (2015) examined the perspectives of 137 teachers from K-12 educational settings
through a survey regarding their principal's confidence, humility, and leader effectiveness. The
researcher asserted leader effectiveness is a combination of leader characteristics, follower
characteristics, and context characteristics. Because of the relationship between follower and
leader, teachers’ perceptions are a reasonable instrument to evaluate the principal’s effectiveness.
Results indicated a strong positive relationship between a leader’s humility and effectiveness.
Results also affirmed principals can be perceived as both humble and confident. Oyer suggested
multiple implications from this study. Humility is a necessary component of credibility, an
essential leadership attribute. A humble principal understands the values and perspectives of
their teachers, models positive collaborative relationships, and values equitable relationships.
Oyer (2015) promoted the development of “360-degree feedback” where principals compare
their self-evaluations with the assessment of others so that principals may be accurately selfaware (p. 708).
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Hauserman’s (2013) mixed-method study explored teachers’ perspectives of their
principal’s transformational leadership qualities. During the quantitative phase, principals were
identified as low or high transformational leaders. Open-ended surveys and personal interviews
further investigated the perspectives of teachers during the qualitative phase. Principals who
were identified as low transformational leaders were also described as having “a lax attitude
toward intellectual stimulation...apparent lack of interest in professional development” (p. 51).
Principals who were identified as high transformational leaders also demonstrated fairness,
maintained high expectations, encouraged professional growth, and empowered teachers. The
researchers summarized the importance of their findings, stating “teachers positively identified
with transformational leaders, which apparently allowed for greater influence by the principal.
Influence is a key factor in initiating and sustaining change” (p. 54). Principals who are viewed
as effective leaders will have more positive influence over their teachers.
Hang (2011) studied the perceptions of 351 teachers in Cambodia. The researcher
examined the teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s leadership capacity according to the
ISLLC framework. Teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership is identified as a key
component for a productive school organization. The study demonstrated clear principal
strengths in developing a school vision, promoting a positive school culture, and treating
students fairly. Implementing professional development and managing human and material
resources were identified as the weakest areas of principal leadership. The more significant
results of the study were the differences in perception of teacher subgroups. Teachers in urban
areas viewed their principal more positively than those in non-urban areas. Teachers in the 41-50
age group also perceived their principal more positively than other age groups. Female principals
were viewed more positively than their male principal counterparts while those with higher

58

education degrees were perceived more positively than principals with lower degrees (Hang,
2011).
Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005) explored the relationship between leadership
and school climate by collecting survey responses of the Leader Behavior Analysis II from both
teachers and principals at 31 elementary schools with at least 100 students but no more than 650
students in the USA. The results indicated a positive relationship between teachers’ perceptions
of the principals’ effectiveness and school climate. A relationship between the principal’s selfrating of effectiveness and school climate was not demonstrated. The researchers highlighted this
discrepancy and argued that some principals “behave differently than they self-reported” (p. 23).
“Self-ratings often suffer from a leniency or common method bias and cannot be accurate
predictors of performance” (Ham et al., 2015, p. 232). To most accurately evaluate the
principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors, the congruence between the teachers’ and
principal’s perspectives of the principal’s leadership needs to be considered.
Congruence of Perspectives
This research study intended to determine if the teachers’ and principals’ perspectives of
principal’s leadership behaviors were congruent with each other. Congruence of perspectives is
often described as the degree of self-other agreement. Strong self-other agreement is
demonstrated by few discrepancies in the perspectives of the leader and followers regarding the
leader’s behavior or personality (Lee & Carpenter, 2018). A leader with strong self-other
agreement has significant self-awareness, a key leadership skill (Day, 2000). Self-awareness
strengthens a leader’s ability to positively change his/her behavior based on the perceptions of
others (Ham et al., 2015; Sinnema et al., 2015). “The misalignment of perception by the principal
and teachers is of paramount importance since all parties (teachers and principals) behave in
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accordance with their own perceptions and not how things really are” (Helms, 2012, p. 56).
Multiple research studies (Ham et al., 2014; Keiser & Shen, 2000; Kelley et al., 2005; Park &
Ham, 2014) demonstrated a discrepancy in the perspectives of a principal and their teachers
regarding the principal’s leadership behaviors.
In their foundational study, Atwater and Yammarino (1992) examined the self-other
agreement of leadership perceptions and its relationship to leader behavior and performance.
Self-other agreement is determined by comparing the self-ratings and ratings from other people
directly connected to the individual. The research results supported three significant conclusions:
First, self-ratings tend to be inflated, suffering from leniency and social desirability
biases. Second, self-ratings are less highly related to ratings by others than peers’,
supervisors’, and subordinates’ ratings are with one another. Relatedly, self-ratings are
also less accurate than ratings from peers or supervisors, when compared to objective
criterion measures. Third, inaccurate self-raters are poorer performers than their more
accurate counterparts. (p. 141-2)
While these conclusions may appear to discredit the validity of the results of self-rating
assessments, the researchers affirmed the value and usefulness of self-evaluation. Accurate selfevaluation is directly connected to self-awareness. “The self-aware individual is more cognizant
of how he or she is perceived by others, which results in more accurate self-assessment”
(Atwater & Yammarino, 1992, p. 143). If a leader is more aware of how others perceive him/her,
the leader is more likely to incorporate this information into his/her behavior.
Atwater and Yammarino (1992) identified three possible patterns of agreement between
self-rating and ratings from others. Some individuals are over-estimators, demonstrated by a very
positive self-evaluation while others do not view the individual as highly. Some individuals are
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under-estimators as determined by a more negative self-evaluation when compared with others.
Unlike over-estimators who may be unlikely to see a need to change their behavior, underestimators may be willing to shift their behaviors. The researchers identified some individuals
with accurate self-ratings as in agreement with others. Leaders who are in agreement with
others’ perceptions of his/her leadership will incorporate the perceptions of others and improve
his/her leadership behaviors. Leaders in agreement with others demonstrate both stronger selfawareness and more positive leadership performance “Those who are more aware of how they
are perceived by others (as compared to over-estimators) are rated as more transformational by
their subordinates; and these leaders are the best performers” (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992 p.
159).
Atwater and Yammarino (1998) continued their research in a later study of self-other
agreement and its relationship to leadership performance. The impact of self-other agreement is
dependent on both the direction of agreement as well as the degree of the agreement between self
and others’ evaluations. The researchers added a clarification in the conceptualization of selfother agreement. Individuals may overestimate, underestimate, be in-agreement with good
ratings, or be in-agreement with poor ratings. This added differentiation within self-other rating
in-agreement helped to clarify that an individual who has a high self-rating that is in agreement
with high ratings of others will have the highest positive outcomes. The researchers reaffirmed
the danger of overestimation—self-rating significantly higher than the ratings of others. This
“self-enhancement bias” (Atwater & Yammarino, 1998, p. 584) may cause the individual to
ignore criticism and previous failure which will lead to continued poor performance (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1998). While underestimation may prevent some people from pursuing positions of
leadership, individuals who underestimate their strengths or overestimate their weaknesses may
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work harder to compensate for this low self-evaluation. Self-other agreement is preferred
because it demonstrates an understanding between self and others. “Lack of self-awareness is
more likely to impact interpersonal relationships than meeting productivity goals” (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1998, p. 595).
Gurley, Anast-May, O’Neal, Lee, and Shores (2015) researched the perspectives of
assistant principals and their teachers of the assistant principal’s instructional leadership
behaviors. Using the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), the results did
not indicate a significant difference in perspective. Although the researchers noted that the
aggregated mean scores of the principals’ self-report leadership behaviors were consistently
higher than the teachers. This supports the claim that self-assessments are often overestimations
of actual performance. The researchers used a shorten-form of the PIMRS for teachers while the
principals completed the full-length assessment. This was a major flaw in their data collection
which later required them to create an ad hoc version of the principal form. This new version of
the form had lower reliability. This caused a complication in data analysis and may have
impacted the overall results of the study.
Ham et al. (2015) examined the effects of incongruent perspectives of principals and
teachers of the principal’s instructional leadership on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. The large
quantitative study gathered survey results from 672 principals and 11,323 teachers from four
Asia-Pacific region countries. The principal and teachers both completed the Teaching and
Learning International Survey (TALIS) to evaluate the principal’s instructional leadership
behaviors. Results demonstrated that teachers' self-efficacy is negatively impacted when the
principal and teachers do not share the same view of the principal’s instructional leadership.
Ham et al. (2015) claimed this is a first-of-its-kind study “to examine systematically the effect of
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principal-teacher perceptual agreement on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs” (p. 227). They strongly
supported the use of “self-other” assessments. These assessments offer a mechanism to improve
a leader’s self-awareness by increasing his/her knowledge of personal strengths and weaknesses.
Improved self-awareness leads to improved effectiveness for the leader. Principals’ self-ratings
are subjective and often overly positive while teachers are directly impacted by personal
experience and their perceptions of leadership. Self-other assessments collect information from
both sources so greater accuracy may be gathered. “Self-other ratings capture information from
both others (supervisors, peers, or subordinates) ratings and self-ratings, thus providing valuable
insight into administrators’ leadership performance” (Ham et al., 2015, p. 232).
Bird, Wang, Watson, and Murray (2012) studied the relationship between principal’s
authentic leadership and their teachers’ trust, engagement, and intent to stay. The researchers
also considered the self-other agreement of the principal and teachers’ perspectives of leadership
behaviors to determine the reliability of the results. The results demonstrate a positive
relationship between teachers’ trust, engagement, and intent to stay and the principal's
authenticity. The principal’s self-assessment of his/her authenticity was less reliable than the
teachers’ ratings of the principal’s authenticity. When the principal overestimated his/her
personal authenticity (the principal’s self-rating was above the teachers’ ratings), the teachers’
trust and engagement were also lower. The researchers strongly recommended principals
consider the importance of self-awareness as a function to improve teacher trust and engagement.
“Principals who have demonstrated authentic leadership behaviors, such as strong selfawareness, relational transparency, balanced processing, and moral integrity, have faculties that
had higher levels of trust, engagement, and intent to return” (Bird et al., 2012, p. 446).
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Niqab et al. (2015) explored teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of principal’s
leadership attributes. Researchers collected data from a sample of 178 teachers and 18 principals
from Secondary Schools in Pakistan. Results indicate a significant difference between teachers’
perceptions and the principal’s self-evaluation. More significantly, principals perceive their
leadership attributes with greater optimism. Niqab et al. (2015) suggested principals must
develop their own leadership attributes while developing the capacities of their teachers so that
schools will be more effective.
Gedifew (2014) explored the perspectives of principal leadership in his case study of a
primary school in Ethiopia. While most research studies into the congruence of perspectives are
quantitative in nature, this qualitative interview-based study provided a more in-depth view of
one school. The researcher identified multiple themes. Teachers believe principals should be
spending more of their day in instructional leadership behaviors than the principal believed was
necessary. While the teachers and principal identified the same four responsibilities as the most
important, the remaining results demonstrate teachers may not be fully aware of principal
responsibilities. The principal defined instructional leadership as “enhancing teachers’
instructional abilities” (p. 547) while teachers highlighted the principal’s personal characteristics
that encourage teachers to grow professionally. When discussing barriers to leadership, the
principal identified a lack of support from educational political offices, but teachers mentioned
weaknesses in the principal’s personal qualities. Teachers and the principal agreed that the
principal must support teachers, but teachers believed this support comes from the principal’s
personal and professional characteristics while the principal highlights the need to provide
programs and resources to teachers. The congruent perspective of effective instructional
leadership from teachers and principal includes “principal supporting teachers, teachers
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supporting their principal, and the government set up supporting their principals and teachers”
(Gedifew, 2014, p. 549).
Wong (2010) explored the meaning of principal leadership within the context of Hong
Kong secondary schools. Through quantitative and qualitative methods, the researcher
discovered teachers and principals perceive essential leadership attributes differently. Teachers
value the principal's personality as essential while school leaders view managerial skills and
professionalism to be more important. While the differences in perspectives were a significant
finding, the researcher also highlighted a possible correlation, principal mistrust. Teachers
perceive a lack of trust by their principal. This mistrust breeds conflict within a school. The
researcher recommended principals actively building authentic and trusting relationships with
teachers as a foundation for a school climate that motivates and empowers teachers (Wong,
2010).
Park and Ham (2014) explored the impact of the agreement or disagreement of
principal’s self-evaluation and teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership and teacher
collaboration. The researchers surveyed teachers and principals in Australia, Malaysia, and South
Korea and results were consistent across all three nations. The results demonstrated that teachers
will have more collegial relationships and greater collaboration if there is stronger congruence
between the principal’s self-perspective and teachers’ perspective of the principal’s leadership
performance. The researchers suggested that principal-teacher perceptual agreement is a critical
element of school capacity and should be evaluated. Teachers and principals who can resolve
their perceptual disagreement will help build a healthier school environment (Park & Ham,
2014).
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Keiser and Shen (2000) examined teachers’ and principal’s perceptions of teacher
empowerment. The results indicated a clear difference in perception. “Principals perceive that
teachers are much more empowered than teachers themselves feel” (p. 119). The differences in
perception were largest regarding school-wide policies like hiring new teachers and deciding the
school budget but more classroom-focused items like developing curriculum and setting
discipline policy were closer to agreement. The result of this difference in perception indicates
teachers do not yet feel empowered to impact change within their schools even though principals
believe they do. “The benefits of teacher empowerment include increased teacher job
performance and productivity, improved teacher morale, increased teacher knowledge of subject
matter and pedagogy, and in the end, higher student motivation and achievement” (Keiser &
Shen, 2000, p. 119).
Following their research into the impact of principal leadership on student achievement,
O’Donnell and White (2005) recommended principals talk with their teachers to gather insight
into their own strengths and weaknesses. This collaboration will improve the school’s learning
climate. “Teacher perceptions of principals [are] linked to student achievement…Teacher
perception is reality” (O’Donnell & White, 2005, p. 67).
From their study of the relationship between principal leadership and school climate,
Kelley et al. (2005) also discovered differences in principal’s and teachers’ perspectives of
principals’ effectiveness. Principals may behave differently than how they self-report their
behaviors. Kelley et al. (2005) asserted principals may have a blind quadrant in their perspective.
“If principals are blind to critical information about their schools, then they could make
erroneous decisions” (p. 23). Kelley et al. recommended the use of the Johari Window to combat
this potentially harmful blind spot.
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Johari window. The interpersonal relationship between principal and teacher is
dependent on their abilities to understand each other and work together. The effectiveness of a
school relies on the health of this relationship. A person’s ability to perceive his/her own
strengths and weaknesses is dependent on his/her self-awareness. In the 1950s, American
psychologists, Joseph Luft and Harry Ingham, developed a tool to provide “the opportunity to
look into how we view ourselves and how others view us” (Saxena, 2015, p. 135). The Johari
Window (from the names Joseph and Harry) addressed four essential questions of interpersonal
relationships. “What do others know about the individual? What is unknown by them? What do
others not know about the individual that they should know? What do they know about the
individual that the individual know?” (Saxena, 2015, p. 136). This tool helps to identify the areas
of personality, experience, or capability that are hidden to self or to others. These hidden areas
have the potential to negatively impact the interpersonal relationship between principal and
teacher. Figure 1 illustrates the Johari Window (Saxena, 2015, p. 136).
Table 1
Johari Window
Johari Region I - Open (Known to self and
known to others)

Johari Region II Blind (unknown to self but
known to others)

Johari Region III - Facade (Known to self but
unknown to others)

Johari IV - Unknown (unknown to self and
unknown to others)

In Region I, the person both knows and is known by others. In this area, good
communication and cooperation happen because there are no “distractions, distrust, confusion,
conflict, and misunderstanding” (Saxena, 2015, p. 136). School leaders develop a wide-open area
through open, honest, and constructive communication. Effective teamwork relies on this
openness; the leader needs to know how others view him/her. The biggest danger to a leader
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comes from Region II. “This is an area of ignorance about oneself” (Saxena, 2015, p. 139). If
this blind area is large, the leader will be ineffective or unproductive. Helms (2012) asserted
“principals are often unaware of teachers’ perceptions of their behavior, which sometimes has
unintended effects on staff members” (p. 51). An effective school leader will actively reduce this
blind area by soliciting feedback from his/her teachers which will grow his/her open area and
he/she will become more self-aware (Helms, 2012; Saxena, 2015).
Region III is the hidden self and contains information that the person knows but does not
share with others. This area can harbor “hidden agendas, manipulative intentions, fears,
inhibitions, secrets” (Saxena, 2015, p. 137). An effective school leader will choose to selfdisclose or reveal his/her hidden areas to others to build understanding, trust, and healthy
teamwork. Self-disclosure can be a risky action that may have negative repercussions so a school
climate of respect and trust must be developed before effective sharing can happen. The final
region is unknown by both the person and others. This area can include capabilities, attitudes,
and aptitudes that are not yet discovered. An effective school leader will continue his/her own
journey of self-discovery while promoting this process with his/her staff (Saxena, 2015) to
reduce this unknown area and grow his/her open area. The degree of congruence between a
principal’s perspective and their teachers’ perspective of the principal’s leadership behaviors
may be connected to the size of the open area of the principal’s Johari window. The greater the
congruence (alignment) between the principal’s perspective and teachers’ perspective may
indicate a larger open area and improved self-awareness of the principal.
International Christian Schools
International Christian schools are a unique and complex context that requires school
leaders to have the skills to match the demands of their students, staff, and community.
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“Different contextual conditions, needs, and expectations at school sites require principals to be
capable of presenting context-specific skills and practices to become effective leaders” (Ham et
al., 2015, p. 226). Few research studies have focused on this unique population resulting in a
large gap in research (Baldwin, 2012; Harrison, 2012; Martin, 2018). To better describe this
population, both the international and Christian dimensions must be discussed.
Unlike public schools that are required to align to national or state standards, private
Christian schools are held accountable by accrediting agencies or church leadership (Martin,
2018). Multiple accrediting agencies exist including the National Christian School Association
(NCSA), the American Association of Christian Schools (AACS), Christian Schools
International (CSI), and the Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI). Each agency
has its own history, mission, and values that impact its accreditation requirements. For the
purpose of this study, the population was limited to schools that are internationally accredited
with ACSI and were located in a country outside of North America. ACSI’s mission is “to
strengthen Christian schools and equip Christian educators worldwide as they prepare students
academically and inspire them to become devoted followers of Jesus Christ” (ACSI, 2020a, para.
1).
Private Christian schools’ admissions expectations are also different from public schools.
While U.S. public schools admit all students within their neighboring area, private Christian
schools have admissions requirements that allow school leaders to filter their student population
to include a select group (Martin, 2018). Parents make a deliberate choice to enroll their
child(ren) into a private Christian school and often have expectations of receiving excellent
Christian faith-based education (Harrison, 2012; Martin, 2018). While attending a Christian
school, students should grow both academically and spiritually (Baldwin, 2012). School
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principals are responsible for students' spiritual formation and intellectual development
(Baldwin, 2012). Once enrolled, the students and their parents become “paying customers”
which places a demand on school leadership to meet the parents’ expectations (Martin, 2018).
The financial health of private Christian schools is often heavily dependent on tuition (Hayden,
2006; Martin, 2018).
International education is a broad, inclusive umbrella term that includes an array of
interpretations and does not always correlate to the term “international school” (Hayden, 2006).
International education intends to provide global perspectives on issues like cultural diversity
and human rights. Some international schools pursue international education while others do not
(Hayden, 2006). For the purpose of this study, the term international school describes the context
of the schools rather than the educational intentions. An international school is typically defined
by its student population and the curriculum offered (Hayden, 2006). ACSI defines their
international schools as schools that service the expatriate community in a nation outside of the
United States by providing a Western-style curriculum (ACSI, 2020b).
While the term international education is broad, the specific term International Christian
school is much more specific. International Christian schools can be described as “Englishspeaking schools located in an overseas setting with the purpose of providing a distinct
Christian-based education adapted to an American, British, and/or Canadian curriculum”
(Linton, 2015, p. 192). International Christian school leaders are expected to handle the
responsibilities of a United States-based public or private school leader, but often carry
additional demands (Hiltibran, 2020). Political or economic uncertainty, linguistics or legal
complexities, unpredictable climates, cross-cultural stress, and personal loneliness may be
regular and ongoing challenges. In addition, international Christian schools often have
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significant turnover of teachers and administration and a large demand for recruitment and
retention of qualified staff (Hiltibran, 2020; Speirs, 2017). To improve the retention of qualified
International Christian school teachers, school leaders must consider their teachers’
organizational commitment and actively work to improve it.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction
This correlational quantitative study explored the degree of congruence between the
principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors and the perceptions
of his/her teachers of the principal’s leadership and the relationship of this congruence or
incongruence with teachers’ organizational commitment. The population for this study was
teachers and principals currently employed at international Christian schools who are
internationally accredited with the Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) and
located in a country outside of North America. Specific schools that met defined characteristics
were purposefully selected and requested to participate in this online survey-based research
study.
Surveys are effective tools in a correlational cross-sectional study (Creswell, 2014). Two
survey tools were used to collect quantitative data. The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in
Education survey (VAL-ED) (Porter et al., 2008) collected the principal's self-assessment of
his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors, and teachers’ assessment of their principal’s
leadership behaviors. The TCM Employee Commitment Survey (Allen & Meyer, 1990)
measured teachers’ organizational commitment. While the purposeful sampling limits the
generalizability of the results, the overall themes of the congruence of perceptions of principal’s
learning-centered leadership behaviors and the impact on teachers’ organizational commitment
are significant for school leaders in international Christian schools. Additional data collected in
the TCM survey was further disaggregated for the teacher responding group by gender, age,
marital status, years of experience in education, and education level.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the degree of congruence between the
principal’s self-perspective of his/her learning-centered leadership and his/her teachers’
perspective of the principal’s learning-centered leadership and to determine if this congruence
(or incongruence) was correlated with teachers’ organizational commitment.
Theoretical / Conceptual Framework
This study relied on four key conceptual frameworks: learning-centered leadership
model, self-other agreement theory, self-awareness theory, and organizational commitment
theory. Learning-centered leadership model combines instructional leadership and
transformational leadership models to produce high-quality learning experiences and improved
student achievement (Du Four, 2002; Farnsworth, 2015; Hardman, 2011; Liu et al., 2016; Marks
& Printy, 2003; Murphy et al., 2007). Self-other agreement is determined by comparing the
results of a self-assessment and the results of observers’ assessment of an individual (Atwater &
Yammarino, 1992). Strong self-other agreement indicates an individual has stronger selfawareness. Self-awareness is an essential soft skill for effective school leaders. “Self-awareness
stems largely from one’s ability to self-observe.” (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992, p. 143). A
leader who is self-aware is more willing to change his/her behaviors based on the perceptions of
others in order to be more effective (Ham et al., 2015; Sinnema et al., 2015). Organizational
commitment is a composite of three components: affective (emotional), continuance, and
normative commitment. These components refer to an employee's willingness to stay within an
organization based on his/her emotional attachment, need for the benefits or avoid costs of
leaving, and feelings of obligation (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Organizational commitment is critical
for the effectiveness and health of a school environment.

73

Research Method and Design
This quantitative study explored the congruence of perception of principal’s learningcentered leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational commitment. This study went further
than merely describing the degree of congruence or incongruence of perceptions of learningcentered leadership but determined a possible consequence of perceptual incongruence on
teachers’ organizational commitment. A survey was administered to both teachers and their
principal. The principal completed a self-assessment of his/her learning-centered leadership
behaviors while teachers completed the complementary assessment evaluating their principal’s
leadership behaviors using the Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education survey (VALED). Teachers also completed the TCM Employee Commitment Survey (Allen & Meyer, 1990)
to measure the three components of organizational commitment: affective, normative, and
continuance, of employees. The VAL-ED results were analyzed using the simple difference
between principal’s rating and teachers’ ratings, a T-test, and one-way ANOVA to determine the
degree of congruence between the principal’s self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment of
their principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. The degree of congruence between
principal and teachers was also compared to the results of the organizational commitment survey
using the Pearson r to determine if a correlation relationship exists. Pearson r was performed to
determine if a correlation existed between the teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her
gender, age, marital status, years of experience in education, and education level.
Research Questions
The following research questions explored the degree of congruence of principal's selfassessment and teachers’ assessment of principal’s learning-centered leadership behavior and its
impact on teachers’ organizational commitment. All six core components and six key processes
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of learning-centered leadership as well as the three components of organizational commitment
were examined independently as well as a combined assessment of learning-centered leadership
behaviors and organizational commitment.
RQ1: To what degree do principals’ self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors align with the perception of the teachers in his/her school?
RQ2: What relationship exists, if any, between the congruence of teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions of principal’s learning-centered leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment?
RQ3: What is the relationship of teachers’ gender, age, marital status, years of experience
as a teacher, and education level to their organizational commitment?
Variables
Independent Variables
Principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors
Core components of learning-centered leadership
● High standards for student learning - “individual, team, and school
goals for rigorous student academic and social learning” (Porter et al.,
2008, p.140)
● Rigorous curriculum - “ambitious academic content provided to all
students in core academic subjects” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Quality instruction - “effective instructional practices that maximize
student academic and social learning” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Culture of learning and professional behavior - “integrated
communities of professional practice in the service of student
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academic and social learning. A health school environment in which
student learning is the central focus” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Connections to external communities - “Linkages to family and/or
other people and institutions in the community that advance academic
and social learning” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Performance accountability- “Leadership holds itself and others
responsible for realizing high standards of performance for student
academic and social learning. Individual and collective responsibility
among the professional staff and students” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
Key Processes within learning-centered leadership
● Planning - “Articulate shared direct and coherent policies, practices,
and procedures for realizing high standards of student performance”
(Porter et al., 2008, p. 140).
● Implementing - “Engaging people, ideas, and resources to put into
practice the activities necessary to realize high standards for student
performance” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140).
● Supporting - “Create enabling conditions; secure and use the financial,
political, technological, and human resources necessary to promote
academic and social learning” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Advocating - “Promotes the diverse needs of students within and
beyond the school” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Communicating - “Develop, utilize, and maintain systems of exchange
among members of the school and with its external communities”
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(Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
● Monitoring - “Systematically collect and analyze data to make
judgments that guide decisions and actions for continuous
improvement” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 140)
Teachers’ perceptions of their principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors
Demographic Information of teachers
● Gender (male or female)
● Age
● Marital status (single, engaged, married, separated, divorced, widowed)
● Years of experience (as a teacher)
● Highest level of education completed
Dependent Variables
Degree of congruence between the principal’s self-perception and teachers’ perception
Teachers’ organizational commitment
● Affective component - “emotional attachment to, identification with, and
involvement in, the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 1)
● Continuance component - “commitment based on the costs that employees
associate with leaving the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 1)
● Normative commitment - “employees’ feelings of obligation to remain with
the organization” (Allen & Meyer, 1990, p. 1)
Hypotheses
H1o: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
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H1ao: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “high standards for student learning” when aligned with the perceptions
of the teachers in his/her school.
H1bo: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “rigorous curriculum” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school.
H1co: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “quality instruction” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1do: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “culture of learning and professional behavior” when aligned with
the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1eo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “connections to external communities” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1fo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “performance accountability” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1go: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “planning” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
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H1ho: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “implementing” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
H1jo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in the
key process of “supporting” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
H1ko: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “advocating” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
H1lo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in the
key process of “communicating” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
H1mo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “monitoring” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
H2o: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of leadership of
teachers and principals and the teachers’ organizational commitment.
H2ao: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of
leadership of teachers and principals and the teachers’ affective (emotional) commitment.
H2bo: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of
leadership of teachers and principals and the teachers’ continuity commitment.
H2co: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of
leadership of teachers and principals and the teachers’ normative commitment.
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H30: There is no difference in a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, years of experience
as a teacher, education level, and his/her organizational commitment?
H4: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
organizational commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, the less
committed teachers will be to their school)
H5: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
affective (emotional) commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions,
teachers will display lower affective (emotional) commitment to their school)
H6: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
normative commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will
display lower normative commitment to their school)
H7: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
continuity commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will
display lower continuity commitment to their school)
H8: There is a relationship between a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, years of
experience as a teacher, and education level to his/her organizational commitment?
Instrumentations and Measures
The two survey instruments that were used for this study were the Vanderbilt Assessment
of Leadership in Education survey (VAL-ED) (Porter et al., 2008) and the TCM Employee
Commitment Survey (Allen & Meyer, 1990). The VAL-ED was used to determine the
principal’s self-assessment of his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors and his/her
teachers’ assessment of the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. The VAL-ED
gives an effectiveness score for each of the six core components and each of six key processes of
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learning-centered leadership, for a total of 36 domains. The TCM Employee Commitment
Survey was used to determine the teachers’ level of organizational commitment, including a
score for affective component, continuity component, and normative component. Additional
demographic information was collected regarding the respondents. An online platform
(Qualtrics.com) was used to conduct the survey. Principals received a link to the VAL-ED
survey. Teachers received two links to two surveys. The first survey was the VAL-ED. The
second survey included questions for the TCM Employee Commitment and demographic
information.
Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education survey (VAL-ED). The VAL-ED
is intended to be a 360-degree instrument to measure the learning-centered leadership behaviors
of principals. To use the instrument to its full potential, teachers, principal, and supervisor
complete a survey, either via paper or online. For the purpose of this study, only teachers and
principals completed the survey. The instrument assessed “the intersection of what principals
must accomplish to improve academic and social learning for all students (the core components)
and how they create those core components (the key processes)” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 12).
The principal’s and teachers’ forms of the VAL-ED assessment are nearly identical
including 72 items and are intended to be completed in 20-30 minutes. For each of the 72 items,
the respondent indicates sources of evidence and an effectiveness rating. Possible sources of
evidence include: “reports from others, personal observations. school documents. school projects
or activities, other sources, or no evidence” (Porter et al., 2008, p. 141). To measure
effectiveness, respondents can select ineffective, minimally effective, satisfactory effective,
highly effective, or outstandingly effective (Porter et al., 2008). The results are reported as an
effectiveness scale with a percentile ranking as well as proficiency standards including
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“distinguished, proficient, basic, and below basic” (Porter et al., 2008). The results from the
principal and teachers can be directly compared as the assessment form is the same.
The VAL-ED was validated through an 11-school pilot study and a national field trial in
2008 (Porter et al., 2008). The national field trial included 100 elementary, 100 middle, and 100
high schools in the United States. Of these 300 schools, 150 were in urban areas, 100 in suburban
areas, and 50 were rural schools. Only paper versions were used during the field trial. Following
the national field trial, the VAL-ED was confirmed to have “excellent reliability, strong validity,
initial national norms for reporting percentile ranks, and performance standards to identify
distinguished, proficient, basic, and below basic principals” (Porter et al., 2008).
TCM Employee Commitment Survey. The TCM Employee Commitment Survey
measures three components of employees’ commitment based on Allen and Meyer’s (1990)
research. Within the survey, the affective component is defined as desire-based commitment.
The normative component is defined as an obligation-based commitment, and the continuance
component is a cost-based commitment. The original TCM Employee Commitment Survey
(1990) was revised in 1993. This study used the revised form with six items for each of the three
components of commitment for a total of 18 items. For each item, respondents indicated their
degree of agreement on a scale of one to seven, with one indicating strongly disagree and seven
indicating strongly agree. An overall commitment score was determined as well as a score for
each of the three components. Researchers caution against making inferences from single item
responses (Meyer & Allen, 2004).
Demographic information. This study also collected essential demographic information
regarding teachers including age, gender, marital status, education level, and the number of years
of experience as a teacher. This demographic information was considered as a possible factor
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impacting teachers’ organizational commitment. Demographic information was not collected
from the principals for this study.
Sampling Design and Data Collection Procedures
Due to the significant impact of the school context (Hayden 2006; Robinson et al., 2008;
Urick & Bowers, 2014), the population for this study was defined specifically as principals and
teachers who are current employees of an International Christian school internationally
accredited with the Association of Christian School International (ACSI) located in a country
outside of North America. The researcher used purposeful sampling to select schools for
participation. Due to the significant distance between sampling locations and the researcher, an
online survey was the preferred method.
The criterion for selecting participating schools included the following elements. First,
the school must be fully internationally accredited with the Association of Christian School
International. All ACSI schools are required to maintain Christian distinctives. These schools:
serve the expatriate community and often a portion of the host country population. These
schools use curricular programs originating outside their host country, employ
internationally educated faculty, and specifically develop programs that prepare students
for tertiary education outside of the host country. Frequently, instruction is in English and
with a Western-style curriculum. (ACSI, 2020b, para. 2)
To further clarify for the purpose of this study, the school must be located in a country outside of
North America.
In order to gather participating principals and teachers, the researcher completed a
research application following the expectation of ACSI graduate student research protocol
(https://www.acsi.org/school-services/research/graduate-student-research-protocol). After
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receiving approval from ACSI, their research department sent the researcher’s letter of interest to
52 purposely selected school principals of international Christian schools accredited with ACSI
that are located outside of North America with an email letter of introduction (See Appendix A).
The researcher also received research approval from the Network of International Christian
Schools (www.nics.org) as some of these ACSI schools were also associated with NICS. NICS
required its own research approval prior to principal participation. From this purposefully
sampled group of schools, the researcher received 21 principals' agreement to participate.
Following the principals’ agreement to participate, the researcher registered the principals with
Resonant Education (https://resonanteducation.com/), the official host of the VAL-ED survey.
The principals received an email invitation directly from Resonant Education to participate in the
VAL-ED survey. Following the principals’ registration in Resonant Education, the researcher
sent a follow-up email with instructions and a link to complete the VAL-ED (See Appendix B)
and included a request to send an attached letter of introduction to their teachers (See Appendix
C). The results from the principals’ VAL-ED surveys were automatically collected and secured
with the online platform (https://resonanteducation.com/). Although 21 principals agreed to
participate, only 17 principals completed their VAL-ED surveys. Once the principal completed
his/her survey, the researcher sent the participant a small thank you gift, a $10 eGift card. Of the
17 participating principals, only 15 principals had teachers complete their portion of the survey
research study.
The researcher requested all 21 principals send the letter of introduction to their teachers
which included an interest survey (See Appendix C). Interested teachers completed a brief
interest survey which allowed the researcher to register the teachers with Resonant Education,
the official host of the VAL-ED. Following the teachers’ registration, they received an email
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invitation directly from the researcher to participate in the VAL-ED survey, with an
individualized survey link. Within this invitation, the researcher included a small incentive, a $10
eGift card, for their participation. Once teachers completed the VAL-ED survey, the researcher
sent a follow-up email to teachers with a link to complete the final organizational commitment
survey via qualtric.com (See Appendix D). Within each communication to the principal and their
teachers, the researcher confirmed a commitment to the confidentiality of the results. Principals
were not informed of the names or number of teacher participants who may have completed the
VAL-ED, assessing the principal’s leadership behaviors. After two weeks, an additional
reminder email was sent to possible participants who had not yet responded to the survey (See
Appendix E). The results of the teachers’ organizational commitment survey were automatically
collected within the online platform (www.qualtrics.com). Once the teacher completed both the
VAL-ED survey and the organizational commitment survey, the research sent the participant
his/her eGift card. Forty-four teachers completed the VAL-ED and organizational commitment
survey. Six of these responses were unclear or identified a principal who did not complete their
portion of the research study. The results from the remaining forty teachers were included in this
study.
Data Analysis
The results of the principal’s self-assessment and the teachers’ assessment of the
principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors on the VAL-ED were compared and the
difference between ratings was calculated. In their research of perceptual congruence of
teachers’ and principal’s ratings, Goff et al. (2014) used the simple difference to calculate the
degree of perceptual congruence between teachers and principals.
Self-Other agreement = VAL-ED principal - VAL-ED teachers
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The researcher of this study followed this model to calculate the difference between the
principal’s self-rating and the teachers’ average rating. Following the calculation of the
difference between individual principals and their teachers’ ratings, the differences in the
principal’s and teachers’ ratings were analyzed using a one-sample T-test to attempt to reject the
null hypothesis and determine the statistical significance of the difference between the
perspectives of the two respondent groups (principal and teachers). To confirm the statistical
significance of this difference, a one-way ANOVA test with unequal variance was also
conducted. The degree of variance in perspective between all individuals from the same school
was calculated.
The difference of perspectives and teachers’ organizational commitment was analyzed
with Pearson r to determine if a correlation exists between the two variables. Two correlation
tests were conducted to compare the simple difference in perspectives with teachers’
organizational commitment and the standard deviation of perspective within a school group with
the teachers’ organizational commitment. Meyer and Allen (2004) stated:
The most common data analytic approach has been to use correlation or regression to
examine relations between the commitment scores and scores on other variables
presumed to be their antecedents, correlates or consequences...Therefore, if administered
anonymously, interpretation is based on an assessment of the average score and the level
of dispersion around this average. (p. 4)
An additional Pearson r test was performed to determine if a correlation existed between
a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her gender, age, marital status, years of
experience in education, and education level.
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Limitations of Methodology
The population was selective due to the purposeful sample. Generalizability may be
limited to schools with similar demographics. School leaders of International Christian schools
will find the results significant for their context. Results addressing the congruence of
perspectives of leadership and the impact on organizational commitment may also be relevant to
broader school contexts.
Survey studies often struggle with low response rates. This study is no exception. The
researcher used multiple communication methods (emails and direct phone messaging) to
encourage participation. It is worth noting that this online survey was collected from October
2020 through March 2021, during significant educational strain due to the pandemic of COVID19. Many International Christians Schools were attempting online instruction with their students
as a safety protocol to avoid transmission of the contagious coronavirus. This dynamic shift in
educational practice may have negatively impacted principals’ and teachers’ willingness and
availability to participate in this study.
The content of the survey questions is personal and may create some challenges for
participants. In a similar study, Helms (2012) stated, “teachers may have been hesitant to
honestly communicate their thoughts on the survey since the survey was based on perceptions of
their direct supervisor” (p. 66). To encourage honesty, all responses were voluntary and
anonymous. Principals did not know which of their teachers participated in this study.
Teachers’ perspectives of their principal will vary due to conditional differences. A
teacher who has more direct contact with his/her principal or who has worked more years with
his/her principal may have a different perspective than other teachers in the same school (Helms,
2012).
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Ethical Considerations
The Belmont Report (1979) insisted human research studies must demonstrate respect for
persons, beneficence, and justice. Patten (2014) further clarified the ethical treatment of human
participants in research studies. Participants must be protected from harm, given the right to
privacy and confidentiality, and informed of the purpose of the study. The researcher secured
informed consent prior to gathering any data from participants (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Patten,
2014; Roberts, 2010).
Prior to data collection, the researcher submitted an application to the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) who reviewed the research plan. The IRB approved the plan before
participants were involved in the research study (Roberts, 2010). All participation was voluntary.
Risks involved in participation are minimal. Participants were informed that they may withdraw
at any time during the study (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
Due to the personal nature of survey questions, confidentiality was maintained to the
highest level. Participants were assured that responses were stored securely and with
confidentiality (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Patten, 2014). In regard to the TCM Employee
Commitment survey, Meyer and Allen (2004) stated, “for best results, the commitment survey
should be completed anonymously. The content of the scales can be quite sensitive, and under
some circumstances, employees might be reluctant to respond honestly if they believe that they
can be identified” (p. 4).
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Chapter Four: Results
Principal leadership has a significant influence on student achievement and teachers’
organizational commitment (Allen, Grigsby, & Peters, 2015; Baldwin, 2012; Gentilucci & Muto,
2007; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; OsborneLampkim, Folsom, & Herrington, 2015; Palta, 2019). Organizational commitment is an essential
element of an effective school environment (Akdemir, 2019; Banjarnahor et al., 2018; Bastug et
al., 2016; Gokyer, 2018; Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018; Larkin, Brantley-Dias, & Lokey-Vega.
2016; Palta, 2019). Principals and teachers perceive the attributes of effective principal
leadership differently. (Bird et al., 2012; Gedifew, 2014; Goff, Goldring, & Bickman, 2014;
Goldring et al., 2014; Ham, Duyar, & Gumus, 2015; Niqab et al., 2015; Sergiovanni & Green,
2015; Wong, 2010). This quantitative study explored the degree of congruence between
principals’ self-perception of their learning-centered leadership behaviors and teachers’
perceptions of learning-centered leadership behaviors of their principals and its possible impact
on teachers’ organizational commitment. This study focused on the unique and complex
population of international Christian schools accredited with the Association of Christian
Schools International (ACSI) located in countries outside of North America. This study
examined three research questions:
RQ1: To what degree do principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors align with the perception of the teachers in his/her school?
RQ2: What relationship exists, if any, between the congruence of teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions of principal’s learning-centered leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment?
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RQ3: What is the relationship of teachers’ gender, age, marital status, years of
experience as a teacher, and education level to their organizational commitment?
Sample
Principals from 52 international Christian schools that are internationally accredited with
ACSI and located in a country outside of North America were invited to participate in this study.
Of these 52 schools, 21 principals responded with interest to participate. Of the 21 initially
interested principals, 17 principals completed their VAL-ED survey. Fifteen participating
principals had coordinating data from at least one of their teachers. This research study required
both the principal and at least one of their teachers to complete a VAL-ED survey. To complete
the data set for all three research questions, at least one teacher per principal completed the
organizational commitment survey which also included demographic information questions. The
15 participating principals represented schools from 13 countries located in South America,
Africa, Europe, Northeast Asia, Central Asia, and Southeast Asia. From the 15 participating
principals, 71 teachers responded to an initial interest survey. Of these 71 teachers, 48 teachers
completed the VAL-ED for their principal and 39 teachers completed their organizational
commitment survey. Teachers’ demographic information including age, gender, marital status,
education level, and years of service was collected in the organizational commitment survey.
Table 2
Participating Teachers per Principal (N = 15)
Number of Teachers who
responded to VAL-ED survey

Number of Teachers who
responded to the Organizational
Commitment survey

Principal A

3

4

Principal B

1

2
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Principal C

4

4

Principal D

3

2

Principal E

1

1

Principal F

3

1

Principal G

2

1

Principal H

5

4

Principal I

5

5

Principal J

1

1

Principal K

5

5

Principal L

6

3

Principal M

3

1

Principal N

4

3

Principal O

2

2

Total

48

39

Table 3
Teachers’ Demographic Information from Organizational Commitment Survey Participants
Gender

Age

Male

9

Female

30

Under 30 years old

9

31 - 37

11

38 - 44

6

45 - 52

9

53 - 59

2

60 years old or older

2
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Marital status

Highest Level of Education

Years at Teacher (including
previous experience)

Single

15

Engaged

2

Married

21

Widowed

1

Separated

0

Divorced

0

Completed Bachelor’s degree

13

At least 1 completed master’s
course

11

Completed Master’s degree

12

At least 1 completed
postgraduate class

3

Completed Ph.D. or Ed D

0

First-year

3

1-2

3

3-5

6

6 - 10

9

11 - 20

11

over 20 years of experience

7

Results from the VAL-ED
Principals and their teachers completed the VAL-ED survey. The principal’s version and
teachers’ version are complementary. Each question in the principal’s version is directly related
to a question from the teachers’ version so their results may be directly compared. The
traditional purpose of the VAL-ED was to assess the principal's leadership behaviors using
his/her self-rating and the ratings of both teachers and supervisors. This study only collected self92

ratings from principals and their teachers’ ratings. These ratings are combined to create an
overall VAL-ED score and percentile that is aligned to a rating. A score between 3.60-3.99
identified a principal as proficient and a 4.00-5.00 score means a principal is distinguished. A
principal is given a basic rating for a score between 3.29-3.59 or a below basic rating for a score
from 1.00-3.28. In this study’s sample of principals, one principal was distinguished, two
proficient, seven basic, and five principals were identified as below basic.
Table 4
Principal’s VAL-ED Score and Rating, determined by Resonant Education
VAL-ED Score

VAL-ED Percentile

VAL-ED Rating

Principal A

3.48

34.6

Basic

Principal B

3.41

26.4

Basic

Principal C

3.80

71.1

Proficient

Principal D

4.25

95.7

Distinguished

Principal E

2.70

.4

Below basic

Principal F

3.75

66.6

Proficient

Principal G

2.85

1.8

Below basic

Principal H

3.42

26.9

Basic

Principal I

3.38

23.7

Basic

Principal J

2.99

4.5

Below basic

Principal K

3.48

34.6

Basic

Principal L

3.17

10.4

Below basic

Principal M

2.87

1.8

Below basic

Principal N

3.43

28.2

Basic

Principal O

3.52

38.3

Basic
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average

3.37

Research Question 1
The VAL-ED survey collected both the principal’s and teachers’ perspectives of the
principals’ learning-centered leadership behaviors. The results of this survey can be directly
analyzed to determine to what degree do principals’ self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors align with the perception of the teachers in his/her school (Goff, Goldring,
& Bickman, 2014). To begin analysis, the researcher calculated the difference between the
principal’s self-rating and the teachers’ average ratings of their principal. Unlike previous
research studies (Ham et al., 2015; Niqab et al., 2015; Wong, 2010) that stated principals tend to
overrate their leadership qualities, the results of this study show principals more often underrate
themselves. In Table 4, the difference between the principal’s self-rating and teachers’ ratings is
more often negative, which indicates a lower self-rating compared to the teachers’ ratings.
Table 5
Principal’s VAL-ED Overall Self-Rating and Teachers’ VAL-ED Rating (average) of LearningCentered Leadership Behaviors (N=15)
Principal’s VAL-ED
Self-Rating

Teachers’ VAL-ED
Rating (average)

Difference Between
Self-Rating and
Teachers’ Rating

Principal A

3.07

3.88

-0.81

Principal B

3.21

3.61

-0.40

Principal C

3.34

4.26

-0.92

Principal D

3.60

4.91

-1.31

Principal E

2.96

2.45

0.51
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Principal F

3.85

3.66

0.19

Principal G

2.68

3.02

-0.34

Principal H

3.14

3.69

-0.55

Principal I

2.86

3.90

-1.04

Principal J

2.60

3.38

-0.78

Principal K

3.52

3.44

0.08

Principal L

3.47

2.87

0.60

Principal M

2.33

3.41

-1.08

Principal N

3.20

3.66

-0.46

Principal O

3.43

3.60

-0.17

average

3.37

3.58

-0.21

Note. Difference Between Self-Rating and Teachers’ Rating = VAL-ED principal - VAL-ED teachers
Figure 1
Comparison of the Differences between Principal’s and Teachers’ Overall Ratings
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One-sample T-test. A one-sample T-test was used to analyze the difference between the
principal’s self-rating and the teachers’ ratings of the principal’s learning-centered leadership
behaviors. To complete this T-test, the researcher assumed an expected mean of 0, indicating no
difference in perspectives between principal and teachers. The expected mean of 0 was used to
compare the calculated differences between the principal’s self-ratings and teachers’ ratings
(from Table 4). The ratings for the six core components and six key processes were analyzed
separately to determine if the differences between the principal’s self-rating and teachers’ ratings
were statistically significant. The results from the t-tests are listed in Table 5.
H1o: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be t(14) = -2.87, p = .012*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school. The t-score is negative, indicating the differences in perceptions are more often
negative because principals’ self-ratings are smaller than their teachers’ ratings.
H1ao: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “high standards for student learning” when aligned with the perceptions
of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be t(14) = -2.76, p = .015*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency of the core component “high standards for student learning” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
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H1bo: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “rigorous curriculum” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school.
No difference was identified, t(14) = -1.21, p = .25, ns. The conclusion is to fail to reject
the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference in the principal's selfperception of his/her proficiency of the core component “rigorous curriculum” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1co: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “quality instruction” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
No difference was identified, t(14) = -1.18, p = .26, ns. The conclusion is to fail to reject
the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference in the principal's selfperception of his/her proficiency of the core component “quality instruction” when aligned with
the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1do: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “culture of learning and professional behavior” when aligned with
the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be t(14) = -2.37, p = .033*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency of the core component “culture of learning and professional behavior” when
aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
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H1eo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “connections to external communities” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be t(14) = -2.88, p = .012*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency of the core component “connections to external communities” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1fo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of
the core component “performance accountability” when aligned with the perceptions of
the teachers in his/her school.
A large difference was found to be t(14) = -4.36, p = <.001***. The conclusion is to
reject the null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s selfperception of his/her proficiency of the core component “connections to external communities”
when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1go: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “planning” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
A difference was found to be t(14) = -2.79, p = 0.014*. The conclusion is to reject the
null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency in the key process of “planning” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
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H1ho: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “implementing” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
No difference was found, t(14) = -2.07, p = .06, ns. The conclusion is to fail to reject the
null hypothesis. There is no significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “implementing” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1jo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in the
key process of “supporting” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
No difference was found, t(14) = -1.37, p = .12, ns. The conclusion is to fail to reject the
null hypothesis. There is no significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “supporting” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school.
H1ko: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “advocating” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
A large difference was found, t(14) = -3.28, p = .005**. The conclusion is to reject the
null hypothesis. There is a large statistically significant difference in the principal’s selfperception of his/her proficiency in the key process of “advocating” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
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H1lo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in the
key process of “communicating” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
No difference was found, t(14) = -2.07, p = .06, ns. The conclusion is to fail to reject the
null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception
of his/her proficiency in the key process of “communicating” when aligned with the perceptions
of the teachers in his/her school.
H1mo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in
the key process of “monitoring” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in
his/her school.
A difference was found, t(14)= -2.41, p = .032*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency in the key process of “monitoring” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
Table 6
One-sample T-test of the Difference between Principal Self-Ratings and Teachers’ Ratings
M

SD

t(14)

p

Hedge’s
correction

Difference of Overall
Ratings

-0.431

0.583

-2.87

.012*

0.617

High standards for
student learning

-0.234

0.328

-2.76

.015*

0.347

Rigorous curriculum

-0.120

0.3832

-1.21

.247

0.405

Quality instruction

-0.100

0.328

-1.18

.259

0.347

Culture of learning and

-0.197

0.322

-2.37

.033*

0.340
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professional behavior
Connections to
external communities

-0.337

0.454

-2.88

.012*

0.480

Performance
accountability

-0.271

0.241

-4.36

<.001***

0.255

Planning

-0.246

0.342

-2.79

.014*

0.361

Implementing

-0.185

0.348

-2.07

.058

0.368

Supporting

-0.404

0.956

-1.64

.124

1.012

Advocating

-0.272

0.321

-3.28

.005**

0.339

Communicating

-0.210

0.102

-2.07

.058

0.416

Monitoring

-0.218

0.338

-2.41

.032*

0.359

Note. *** Statistically significant at the .001 level
Note. ** Statistically significant at the .01 level.
Note. *Statistically significant at the .05 level.
One-way ANOVA. A one-way ANOVA with unequal variance was used to further
analyze the difference between the principal’s self-rating and individual teacher’s ratings of the
principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. In addition to the p-value calculated by the
one-way ANOVA, the Brown-Forsythe and Welch values were considered since the number of
participants within each group varied. Brown-Forsythe and Welch tests are recommended when
groups are heterogeneous in a one-way ANOVA test.
H1o: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her learningcentered leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.295, p =.017*. The conclusion is to reject the
null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
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his/her learning-centered leadership behaviors when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school.
H1ao: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “high standards for student learning” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.479, p = .010**. The conclusion is to reject
the null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception
of his/her proficiency of the core component “high standards for student learning” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1bo: There is no difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “rigorous curriculum” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 1.893, p =.052, ns. The conclusion is to fail to
reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant difference in the principal's selfperception of his/her proficiency of the core component “rigorous curriculum” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1co: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “quality instruction” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 1.936, p = .046*. Both Brown-Forsythe and
Welch tests identified p = .081 and .036 respectively which does not indicate a significant
difference. The conclusion is to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically
significant difference in the principal's self-perception of his/her proficiency of the core
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component “quality instruction” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her
school.
H1do: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “culture of learning and professional behavior” when
aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 1.561, p =.127, ns. The conclusion is to fail to
reject the null hypothesis. This differs from the results from the one-sample T-test. According to
the one-way ANOVA, there is no statistically significant difference in the principal’s selfperception of his/her proficiency of the core component “culture of learning and professional
behavior” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1eo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “connections to external communities” when aligned
with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 1.552, p = .130, ns. The conclusion is to fail to
reject the null hypothesis. This differs from the results from the one-sample T-test. There is no
statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency of the
core component “connections to external communities” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1fo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency of the core component “performance accountability” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
A large difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.704, p = .005***. The conclusion is to
reject the null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-
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perception of his/her proficiency of the core component “connections to external communities”
when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1go: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “planning” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.270, p = .018*. The conclusion is to reject
the null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception
of his/her proficiency in the key process of “planning” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1ho: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “implementing” when aligned with the perceptions of
the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 1.991, p = .040*. However, Brown-Forsythe
and Welch tests did not indicate difference, p = .132, ns and p = .185, ns. Although the one-way
ANOVA identified a difference, the T-test, Brown-Forsythe, and Welch tests did not. The
conclusion is to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no significant difference in the
principal’s self-perception of his/her proficiency in the key process of “implementing” when
aligned with the perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1jo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “supporting” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.534, p = .009**. The conclusion is to reject
the null hypothesis. There is a significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
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proficiency in the key process of “supporting” when aligned with the perceptions of the teachers
in his/her school. Both Brown-Forsythe and Welch tests confirmed a statistical difference while
the results of the T-test did not identify a difference.
H1ko: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “advocating” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
No difference was found, F(14, 47) = 1.813, p = .065, ns. The Welch test agreed with the
results from the T-test and identified a difference, p = .013*. The conclusion is to reject the null
hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency in the key process of “advocating” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
H1lo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “communicating” when aligned with the perceptions of
the teachers in his/her school.
A difference was found to be F(14, 47) = 2.039, p = .035*. The Brown-Forsythe also
identified a difference, p =.048*. The conclusion is to reject the null hypothesis. This result
differs from the T-test. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s selfperception of his/her proficiency in the key process of “communicating” when aligned with the
perceptions of the teachers in his/her school.
H1mo: There is no difference in the principal’s self-perception of his/her
proficiency in the key process of “monitoring” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
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A difference was found, F(14, 47) = 2.084, p = .031* . The conclusion is to reject the
null hypothesis. There is a statistically significant difference in the principal’s self-perception of
his/her proficiency in the key process of “monitoring” when aligned with the perceptions of the
teachers in his/her school.
Table 7
One-way ANOVA to Determine the Degree of Variance between Principal’s Self-Ratings and
Teachers’ Ratings F(14, 47)
Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

p

BrownForsyth
e

Welch

Difference of
Overall Ratings

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

10.676
15.614
26.290

14
47
61

.763
.332

2.295

.017*

.039*

.157

High standards
for student
learning

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

12.138
16.439
28.577

14
47
61

.867
.350

2.479

.010**

.037*

.092

Rigorous
curriculum

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

10.125
17.953
28.077

14
47
61

.723
.382

1.893

.052

.179

.323

Quality
instruction

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

11.783
20.428
32.212

14
47
61

.842
.435

1.936

.046*

.081

.036

Culture of
learning and
professional
behavior

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

8.494
18.268
26.762

14
47
61

.607
.389

1.561

.127

Connections to
external
communities

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

17.044
36.878
53.922

14
47
61

1.217
.785

1.552

.130

.107

.065

Performance
accountability

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

18.470
22.932
41.402

14
47
61

1.319
.488

2.704

.005**

.009**

<.001**
*

Planning

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

12.266
18.137
30.402

14
47
61

.876
.386

2.270

.018*

.047*

.274
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Implementing

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

10.317
17.394
27.712

14
47
61

.737
.370

1.991

.040*

.132

.185

Supporting

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

11.225
14.869
26.093

14
47
61

.802
.316

2.534

.009**

.015*

.030*

Advocating

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

11.172
20.683
31.855

14
47
61

.798
.400

1.813

.065

.116

.013*

Communicating

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

13.120
21.606
34.726

14
47
61

.937
.460

2.039

.035*

.048*

.120

Monitoring

Btw G
Wtn G
Total

13.911
21.934
35.845

14
47
61

.994
.477

2.084

.031*

Note. *** Statistically significant at the .001 level
Note. ** Statistically significant at the .01 level.
Note. *Statistically significant at the .05 level.
Table 8
Summary Results from One-Sample T-Test and One-way ANOVA to Determine the Degree of
Variance between Principal’s Self-Ratings and Teachers’ Ratings F(14, 47)
p (T-test)

p (ANOVA)

p (Brown- Forsythe)

p (Welch)

Difference of
Overall Ratings

.012*

.017*

.039*

.157

High standards for
student learning

.015*

.010**

.037*

.092

Rigorous
curriculum

.247

.052

.179

.323

Quality instruction

.259

.046*

.081

.036

Culture of learning
and professional
behavior

.033*

.127
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Connections to
external
communities

.012*

.130

.107

.065

Performance
accountability

<.001***

.005**

.009**

<.001***

Planning

.014*

.018*

.047*

.274

Implementing

.058

.040*

.132

.185

Supporting

.124

.009**

.015*

.030*

Advocating

.005**

.065

.116

.013*

Communicating

.058

.035*

.048*

.120

Monitoring

.032*

.031*

Note. *** Statistically significant at the .001 level
Note. ** Statistically significant at the .01 level.
Note. *Statistically significant at the .05 level.
Research Question 2
A statistically significant difference between the principal’s self-perception and teachers’
perceptions of learning-centered leadership is confirmed. Pearson’s R correlation test was
conducted to determine if the difference between the principal’s self-rating and the teachers’
average rating of the principal’s learning-centered leadership was correlated to teachers’ average
organizational commitment. Two values were considered to analyze the possible relationship
between differences in perception and teachers’ organizational commitment, the difference value
found in Table 4 and the standard deviation of perspectives calculated with the one-way
ANOVA. The results of this correlation test are found in Table 7.
H2o: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of leadership of
teachers and principals and the teachers’ organizational commitment.
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The relationship between the congruence of perception and teachers’ organizational
commitment was found to be r(13) = -.201, p = .47, ns using the difference value. Using the
standard deviation the relationship was found to be r(13) = .088, p = .756, ns. The conclusion is
to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant correlation between the
congruence of perceptions and teachers’ organizational commitment.
H2ao: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of leadership of
teachers and principals and the teachers’ affective (emotional) commitment.
The relationship between congruence of perception and teachers’ affective (emotional)
commitment was found to be r(13) = -.332, p = .23, ns using the difference value. Using the
standard deviation the relationship was found to be r(13) = .396, p = .144, ns. The conclusion is
to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant correlation between the
congruence of perceptions and teachers’ affective (emotional) commitment.
H2bo: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of leadership of
teachers and principals and the teachers’ continuity commitment.
The relationship between the congruence of perception and teachers’ continuity
commitment was found to be r(13) = -.041, p = .89, ns using the difference value. Using the
standard deviation the relationship was found to be r(13) = .384, p = .157, ns. The conclusion is
to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant correlation between the
congruence of perceptions and teachers’ continuity commitment.
H2co: There is no relationship between the congruence of the perceptions of leadership of
teachers and principals and the teachers’ normative commitment.
The relationship between the congruence of perception and teachers’ normative
commitment was found to be r(13) = -.151, p = .59, ns using the difference value. Using the
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standard deviation the relationship was found to be r(13) = .449, p = .093, ns. The conclusion is
to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant correlation between the
congruence of perceptions and teachers’ normative commitment.
Teachers’ organizational commitment is correlated to both the continuity commitment
and normative commitment. The relationship between organization commitment and continuity
commitment was found to be r(13) = .796, p <.001*. The relationship between organization
commitment and normative commitment was found to be r(13) = .720, p = .002*. While this
observation does not address one of the research questions, it is a significant finding. Teachers’
overall organizational commitment is more correlated with their normative and continuity
commitment components rather than affective (emotion) commitment.
H4: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
organizational commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, the less
committed teachers will be to their school)
H5: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
affective (emotional) commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions,
teachers will display lower affective (emotional) commitment to their school)
H6: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
normative commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will
display lower normative commitment to their school)
H7: There is a relationship between incongruent perceptions of leadership and low
continuity commitment of teachers. (The more incongruent the perceptions, teachers will
display lower continuity commitment to their school)
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No statistically significant correlation between the difference of perceptions of learningcentered leadership behaviors and teachers’ organizational commitment was identified in this
study. Hypotheses four to seven can not be supported by the results of the data analysis from
either the calculated difference or the standard deviation calculated by the one-way ANOVA.
Table 9
Correlation between the Difference of Perceptions and Teachers’ Organizational Commitment
(N=15)
Organizational
commitment

Affective
commitment

Continuity
commitment

Normative
commitment

Difference
between Selfrating and
Teachers’ Average
rating

-.201

-.332

-.041

-.151

Standard
Deviation of
Perceptions

.088

.396

-.384

.449

.366

.796***

.720**

.000

.142

Teachers’ avg
organizational
commitment
Teachers’ avg
affective
commitment
Teachers’ avg
continuity
commitment

.263

Note. *** Correlation is statistically significant at the .001 level.
Note. ** Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level.
Research Question 3
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Pearson’s R correlation test was conducted to determine whether a teacher’s demographic
characteristics are correlated to the teacher’s organizational commitment. The results of these
correlation tests are listed in Table 8.
H30: There is no difference in a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, years of experience
as a teacher, and education level, and his/her organizational commitment?
The relationship between a teachers’ organizational commitment and their gender was
found to be r(37) = .174, p = .30, ns. There is no statistically significant correlation between
teachers’ organizational commitment and their gender.
The relationship between a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her age was
found to be r(37) = .030, p = .86, ns. There is no statistically significant correlation between
teachers’ organizational commitment and their age.
The relationship between a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her marital
status was found to be r(37) = .082, p = .62, ns. There is no statistically significant correlation
between teachers’ organizational commitment and their marital status.
The relationship between a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her years of
experience as a teacher, including previous experiences, was found to be r(37) = .313, p = .05,
ns. There is no statistically significant correlation between teachers’ organizational commitment
and their years of experience.
The relationship between a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her highest level
of completed education was found to be r(37) = -.116, p = .56. There is no statistically
significant correlation between teachers’ organizational commitment and their highest level of
completed education.
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The conclusion is to fail to reject the null hypothesis. There is no statistically significant
correlation between a teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her demographic
characteristics.
Teachers’ age, marital status, and years of experience are correlated as determined by
Pearson R. The relationship between teachers’ age and their marital status was found to be r(39)
= .599, p < .001**. The relationship between teachers’ age and their years of experience was
found to be r(39) = .688, p < .001**. The relationship between teachers’ marital status and years
of service was found to be r(39) = .466, p = .003*. The correlation between age and marital
status, age and years of experience, and marital status and years of service are statistically
significant.
H8: There is a relationship between a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, citizenship,
years of experience as a teacher, and education level to the teacher’s organizational
commitment?
A statistically significant relationship between a teacher’s demographic characteristics
and the teacher’s organizational commitment was not identified in this study. This hypothesis
can not be supported by the results of the organization commitment survey.
Table 10
Correlation for Organizational Commitment (N = 39)

Teachers’ organizational
commitment
Teachers’ Gender

Gender

Age

Marital
Status

Years of
Experience

Level of
education

.174

.030

.082

.313

.096

-.056

.071

.122

-.116

.599**

.688**

.117

.466**

.111

Teachers’ Age
Teachers’ Marital Status
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Teachers’ years of
experience as a teacher

.190

Note. ** Correlation is statistically significant at the .01 level.
Summary of Results
The results of this study demonstrated there is a statistically significant difference
between the principal’s self-perception and their teachers’ perceptions of learning-centered
leadership behaviors. Principals in this study more often underrated themselves when compared
with the ratings from their teachers. The principal's self-perception is different from their
teachers’ perceptions of the core components of high standards for student learning and
performance accountability, as well as the key processes of planning, supporting, advocating,
communicating, and monitoring. No statistically significant correlation was identified between
the congruence of perceptions and teachers’ organizational commitment. No statistically
significant correlation was identified between teachers’ demographic characteristics and their
organizational commitment.
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Chapter Five: Discussion, Implications, Recommendations
This chapter summarizes the research study, provides conclusions and recommendations
based on the results described in chapter four. The first section of this chapter briefly describes
the methodology of the study. The next section discusses the results of the research study and
the relevant conclusions. The chapter concludes with the implications of this study and
recommendations for practice and further research. The purpose of this study was to explore the
degree of congruence between a principal’s self-perception of his/her learning-centered
leadership behaviors and the teachers’ perceptions of learning-centered leadership behaviors of
their principals in international Christian schools. Considering a possible difference between
perceptions, the study also examined the impact on teachers’ organizational commitment.
Teachers’ demographic characteristics were also considered as correlating factors in teachers’
organizational commitment. This study filled a gap in the literature regarding the congruence of
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of learning-centered leadership behaviors of their principals
in international Christian schools. In addition, this study addressed the possible impact on
teachers’ organizational commitment as a critical element of school effectiveness and improved
teacher longevity (Akdemir, 2019, Palta, 2019).
Research Questions
This study examined three research questions to address the congruence between a
principal’s self-perception and his/her teachers’ perception of the principal’s leadership and its
impact on teachers’ organizational commitment.
RQ1: To what degree does a principal’s self-perception of his/her learningcentered leadership behaviors align with the perception of the teachers in his/her school?
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RQ2: What relationship exists, if any, between the congruence of teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions of principal’s learning-centered leadership and teachers’
organizational commitment?
RQ3: What is the relationship of a teacher’s gender, age, marital status, years of
experience as a teacher, and education level to their organizational commitment?
Overview of the Study
A quantitative method was used to collect online survey data from principals and their
teachers who were currently employed at an international Christian School that is internationally
accredited with ACSI located in a country outside of North America. The sample for the study
was purposefully selected. Of the 52 international Christian schools who were invited to
participate, 15 principals and at least one of their teachers participated in this study. A total of 48
teachers participated in the online survey.
The survey included two instruments. An online survey, the Vanderbilt Assessment of
Leadership in Education (VAL-ED), was used to assess a principal’s self-perception and his/her
teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s learning-centered leadership behaviors. Forty-eight
teachers completed this survey for the 15 participating principals. The TCM Employee
Commitment Survey (Allen & Meyer, 1990) was used to assess teachers’ organizational
commitment. Additional demographic questions were included in this online survey. Thirtynine teachers completed the TCM Employee Commitment Survey.
The results from the VAL-ED survey included a principal’s self-rating, his/her teachers’
ratings, an overall score and percentile, and a VAL-ED rating of the principal’s learning-centered
leadership behaviors. The principal’s VAL-ED ratings included distinguished, proficient, basic,
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and below basic. Of the 15 participating principals, the majority were identified as basic or
below basic rating with only one distinguished principal and two proficient principals.
The results from the VAL-ED were analyzed using multiple tests. First, the researcher
calculated the simple difference between the principal’s self-rating and his/her teachers’ ratings.
Using both a one-sample T-test and a one-way ANOVA, the difference between the principal’s
self-rating and his/her teachers’ ratings were examined. Pearson R was used to determine if a
correlation exists between the difference in perspectives and teachers’ organizational
commitment as well as teachers’ demographic characteristics and their organizational
commitment.
Major Conclusions
● There is a statistically significant difference between a principal’s self-perception
and his/her teachers’ perception of the learning-centered leadership of the
principal.
● Principals’ self-ratings were more often lower than their teachers’ ratings.
● There is a statistically significant difference between a principal’s self-perception
and his/her teacher’s perceptions of specific core components of learning-centered
leadership: high standards for student learning and performance accountability.
● There is a statistically significant difference between a principal’s self-perception
and his/her teacher’s perceptions of specific key processes of learning-centered
leadership: planning, supporting, advocating, communicating, and monitoring
● There is no correlation between differences in perspective and teachers’
organizational commitment.
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● There is no correlation between a teacher’s demographic characteristics and
his/her organizational commitment.
Conclusions
A principal’s leadership can positively impact student achievement and improve school
effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 2004; May & Sanders, 2013; Waters et al., 2003). Principals who
display learning-centered leadership behaviors are more effective than other principals at
influencing teachers and improving student achievement (Dufour, 2002; Goff, Goldring, &
Bickman, 2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Minor et al., 2014). Of the participating principals, most
were not identified as proficient or distinguished as learning-centered leaders. This was not a
specific research question in this study, but the observation is worth noting and may indicate the
need for additional study.
There is a statistically significant difference between a principal’s perspective and his/her
teachers’ perspectives of their learning-centered leadership behaviors (t=-2.87, F = 2.295). These
results support the findings from previous research (Bird et al., 2012; Gedifew, 2014; Goff,
Goldring, & Bickman, 2014; Goldring et al., 2014; Ham, Duyar, & Gumus, 2015; Niqab et al.,
2015; Sergiovanni & Green, 2015; Wong, 2010). Statistically significant differences in
perspectives exist between principals and teachers of international Christian schools. Unlike
previous research results (Atwater et al., 1998; Goldring et al., 2014; Niqab et al., 2015; Park &
Ham, 2014), this study demonstrated principals’ self-ratings were more often lower than the
ratings of their teachers. Eleven of the 15 participating principals’ self-ratings were lower than
their teachers’ ratings. Atwater and Yammarino (1992) identified leaders with lower self-ratings
as under-estimators. While these leaders may be more willing to incorporate feedback from
their followers and change their behaviors when compared to over-estimating leaders, they may
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lack self-awareness. A leader with stronger self-awareness will demonstrate a more positive
leadership performance (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992).
Within the VAL-ED, learning-centered leadership behaviors are defined specifically as
six core components and six key processes. Core components are identified as high standards for
student learning, rigorous curriculum, quality instruction, culture of learning and professional
behavior, connections to external communities, and performance accountability. Key processes
are planning, implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating, and monitoring. Principals’
perspectives of their high standards of students, t(14) = -2.76, F(14, 47) = 2.479, and
performance accountability, t(14) = -4.36, F(14, 47) = 2.704, are significantly different from
their teachers’ perspective of the principal’s core components. Principals’ self-ratings were lower
than their teachers’ ratings. Statistically significant differences were found between the
principal’s perspectives of his/her planning, t(14) = -2.79 , F(14, 47)=2.270, supporting, t(14) =1.64 , F(14, 47) =2.534, advocating, t(14) =-3.28 , F(14, 47) =1.813, communicating, t (14)=2.07 , F (14, 47)=2.039, and monitoring, t(14) = -2.41 , F(14, 47) =2.084. The most significant
differences existed between the principal’s and teachers’ perspectives of the principal’s
advocating and monitoring. No previous research study explored the differences in perspectives
of the principal’s core components and key processes of learning-centered leadership behaviors.
The results of this study demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the
principal’s self-perspective and his/her teachers’ perspective of learning-centered, but no
correlation was identified between this difference in perspective and teachers’ organizational
commitment. There is no statistical relationship between the congruence of perspectives and the
teachers’ organizational commitment, r(13) = .088, p = .756, ns. There is no relationship
between the congruence of perspectives and the specific themes of affective (emotional)
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commitment, continuity commitment, and normative commitment. While Ham et al. (2015) and
Park and Ham (2016) identified a negative impact between incongruence of perspectives of the
principal’s leadership and specific school-level effective measures, this study did not confirm an
impact on teachers’ organizational commitment.
Teachers’ organizational commitment is not impacted by differences in perspectives of
learning-centered leadership behaviors. This study also considered the teacher’s demographic
characteristics as factors that impact his/her organizational commitment. No relationship was
identified between the teacher’s organizational commitment and his/her gender, age, marital
status, years of experience as a teacher, or his/her highest level of education completed.
Implications
Effective school leadership is a critical component to increase student achievement,
school improvement, and teachers’ self-efficacy (Ham et al., 2015; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003;
Marzano et al., 2005). Learning-centered leaders “engage in intentional efforts to guide, direct,
support, and participate in teacher learning with the goal of increasing their professional
knowledge, and ultimately promote student learning and school effectiveness” (Liu et al., 2016,
p. 664). Results from this study indicated principals of international Christian schools may not
yet be learning-centered leaders. The majority of participants were identified as basic or below
basic in their demonstration of learning-centered leadership behaviors. Principals may already
be aware of areas of their weakness in learning-centered leadership as their self-ratings were
lower than other research studies. Research results of Minor et al. (2014) demonstrated
principals’ self-ratings were fairly high, averaging 4.00 on a 5-point VAL-ED scale, and were
higher than their teachers’ ratings. The average principal’s self-rating of this study was 3.37 and
the average teachers’ rating was 3.58. Principals of international Christian schools may be more
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aware of their current weaknesses as learning-centered leaders. The unique challenges of school
leadership in an international Christian school demand principals develop and demonstrate
effective leadership behaviors (Baldwin, 2012; Banke, Maldonado, & Lacey, 2012; Harrison,
2012).
This study explored the congruence of perspectives of learning-centered leadership
behaviors. Results demonstrated principals’ self-rating was significantly different from their
teachers’ ratings of the principal’s leadership behaviors. Differences in perspective indicate low
self-other agreement. The degree of self-other agreement is an indication of a leader’s selfawareness, a key leadership skill (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Ham et al., 2015;). Principals
should actively try to improve their self-awareness and increase the open area (known to self and
others) of their Johari Window, reducing their blind area (unknown to self but known to others)
and their facade (known to self but unknown to others) (Saxena, 2015). Oyer (2015)
recommended principals compare their self-evaluations with their teachers’ evaluations to
improve their self-awareness. With increased self-awareness, a leader is more likely to
incorporate feedback from their followers and change his/her behaviors to improve his/her
leadership skills and better impact their followers (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992).
Teachers’ organizational commitment is an essential component of an effective school
(Akdemir, 2019; Helvaci & Kilicoglu, 2018). While differences in perspective of principal
leadership and teachers’ demographic characteristics may not impact teachers’ organizational
commitment, principals should consider factors that may positively impact teachers’
commitment. The component themes of organizational commitment, including affective
commitment, continuity commitment, and normative commitment can be addressed separately
(Allen & Meyer, 1990). The conclusions from this study indicated teachers’ continuity

121

commitment and normative commitment were correlated with teachers’ overall organizational
commitment while affective (emotional) commitment was not. Allen and Meyer (1990)
suggested special consideration into the consequences of commitment. Affective commitment is
positively correlated with employee innovativeness and efficient use of time while negatively
correlated to continuity commitment (Allen & Meyer, 199). Larkin et al. (2016) indicated a
direct relationship between teachers’ affective commitment and their willingness to stay at the
school. Allen and Meyer (1990) recommended identifying employees who want to stay with the
organization and positively contribute rather than remain out of necessity (continuity
commitment) or obligation (normative commitment). A teacher’s composite score for
organizational commitment as the sum of affective, continuity, and normative commitments,
may be less significant than their organizational commitment profile which considers each theme
separately (Allen & Meyer, 1990). School leaders should consider the separate themes of
organizational commitment when attempting to impact their teachers’ overall organizational
commitment. Teachers with higher affective commitment may offer stronger contributions to
their school while teachers with higher continuity or normative commitment may only stay
because they do not have a better option, or they feel obligated to remain at the school.
Limitations of the Study
This study was limited to principals and teachers currently employed at international
Christian schools that are internationally accredited with ACSI located in a country outside of
North America. Participants represented schools in 13 different countries located in South
America, Africa, Europe Northeast Asia, Central Asia, and Southeast Asia. The sample size
included 15 principals and at least one of their teachers. The sample size is small so results may
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not be widely generalizable, but school leaders may find the conclusions helpful for their
context.
COVID-19 changed the world almost overnight. Many international Christian schools
transitioned to online instruction in March 2020. While some schools returned to more typical
classroom instruction in the Fall of 2020, many international Christian schools remained online.
The researcher invited schools to participate in October 2020. The challenging circumstances of
uncertainty and dynamic changes may have impacted multiple factors of this study. First, the
participation of both principals and teachers was limited. The workload and personal strains of
principals and teachers may have dissuaded their participation. Secondly, the challenges of
leading a school during a pandemic may have affected how principals viewed their role as
principal or their ability to effectively demonstrate learning-centered leadership behaviors.
Teachers may also have had a different perspective of their principal’s leadership due to the
unique challenges of school leadership during a pandemic and online instruction.
Recommendations for Practitioners
Based on the research findings, the following recommendations may be helpful to school
leaders of international Christian schools as they attempt to effectively impact their students,
teachers, and schools.
● Principals need to develop more learning-centered leadership behaviors. Read,
learn, and apply the knowledge of the core components and key processes of these
behaviors. Learning-centered leaders are more effective at positively impacting
student achievement and school improvement (Dufour, 2002; Goff, Goldring, &
Bickman, 2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Minor et al., 2014).
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● Principals need to self-assess their leadership behaviors and consider the
perspectives of their teachers. Compare self-assessment with teachers’ assessment
of leadership behavior to evaluate the current degree of self-other agreement.
Evaluate the principal’s current level of self-awareness. Address the principal’s
possible blind areas (unknown to self but known to others). Consider changes in
leadership behaviors to improve the effectiveness of principal leadership.
● Differences in perspective of core components were most significant in a
principal’s high standards for students and performance accountability. Give
special consideration to these components when comparing the principal's selfassessment and teachers’ assessment.
● Differences in perspective of key processes were most significant in a principal’s
planning, implementing, supporting, advocating, communicating, and monitoring.
Give special consideration to these key processes when comparing the principal’s
self-assessment and teachers’ assessment.
● Actively work to improve teachers’ organizational commitment. Consider the
themes of organizational commitment including: affective (emotional)
commitment, continuity commitment, and normative commitment. Identify the
reasons why teachers want to stay at the school. Encourage and celebrate
teachers’ positive contributions to the school.
Recommendation for Academics
This study was the first to explore the impact of congruent or incongruent perspectives of
principals and their teachers of the principal’s learning-centered leadership on teachers’
organizational commitment in international Christian schools. Additional research studies are
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recommended to confirm the results of this study and further explore the impact of differences of
perspective of principal leadership behaviors and the factors that impact teachers’ organizational
commitment.
● A study could be completed to more broadly identify principals who are learningcentered leaders of international Christian schools. Are principals of international
Christian schools learning-centered leaders?
● The challenges of school leadership and data collection during the COVID-19
pandemic may have impacted the results of this study. This study could be
attempted again. Once more international Christian schools are “back to normal,”
more schools, principals, and teachers may be willing to participate. "This
research could assist current and future principals in developing their leadership
skills, in addition to clarifying areas that were generally viewed by teachers as
principal weaknesses" (Helms, 2012, p. 68).
● A study could be completed to explore factors that correlate with the degree of
congruence of perspectives of the principal and their teachers. Do the principal’s
demographic characteristics including: age, gender, marital status, education
level, and years of experience, correlate to the degree of congruence between the
principal’s and teachers’ perspectives? Is the building level (elementary or
secondary) correlated with the degree of congruence of perspectives?
● A study could be completed to explore other school-rated factors that may be
impacted by the differences of perspectives of principals and their teachers of the
principal’s leadership behaviors. Is school culture or climate impacted by
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incongruent perspectives? Is teacher retention impacted by incongruent
perspectives?
● A study could be completed to determine what factors impact teachers’
organizational commitment to international Christian schools. What factors
impact teachers’ organizational commitment? What factors improve teachers’
organizational commitment?
Concluding Comments
Effective leadership of the school principal is a key component of a successful school
(Leithwood et al., 2004). Principals who demonstrate learning-centered leadership behaviors are
more effective than other principals who do not display learning-centered leadership (Dufour,
2002; Goff, Goldring, & Bickman, 2014; Marks & Printy, 2003; Minor et al., 2014). Principals
and teachers have different perspectives of the principal’s learning-centered leadership
behaviors. Principals could improve their learning-centered leadership behaviors by completing a
self-other assessment. A self-other assessment compares the principal’s self-evaluation with the
evaluations of their teachers to help the principal improve his/her self-awareness by increasing
his/her knowledge of his/her strengths and weaknesses in leadership. With improved leadership
behaviors, a principal will positively impact student achievement and school improvement
(Waters et al., 2003). Principals of international Christian schools must address the same issues
as public schools or United States-based private schools as well as other unique challenges such
as greater political and economic uncertainties, cross-cultural strain, and increased demand in the
recruitment of highly qualified teachers. To better serve their international Christian schools,
principals need to actively improve their learning-centered leadership behaviors.
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This study identified a difference in perspective of the principal’s learning-centered
leadership behaviors. This difference in perspective does not correlate to teachers’ organizational
commitment. This does not reduce the importance of teachers’ organizational commitment.
Teachers’ organizational commitment is necessary for the efficiency and quality of the school
environment (Akdemir, 2019; Aydin et al., 2013; Palta, 2019). Principals of international
Christian schools should continue to actively improve their learning-centered leadership
behaviors to better impact student achievement and school improvement and work to improve
their teachers’ organizational commitment by considering the factors that may directly impact
their commitment.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Email Letter of Introduction to Principals
Hello Fellow School Leader!
I hope to connect with school principals serving at international Christian schools who are
accredited with ACSI and located in a country outside of North America. I am the superintendent
of Mountainview Christian School in Indonesia and also a doctoral candidate in Educational
Administration at Bethel University (St. Paul, MN). I am currently researching perspectives of
leadership and its impact on organizational commitment. My study is titled The Congruence of
Teachers’ and Principals’ Perspectives of Learning-Centered Leadership Behaviors of
Principals within international Christian schools and the impact on Organizational Commitment
of Teachers. By exploring the possible relationship between congruence in perspectives and
teachers’ organizational commitment, I hope to help school leaders improve the effectiveness
of their leadership and positively impact teachers’ organizational commitment.
I’d like to request your participation in my study. If you choose to participate, your responses
would be kept confidential. Your school will not be identified in the study and only aggregate
data will be presented. I would be happy to share my results with you after I complete the
research. To encourage your participation, I am including an incentive. Following the
completion of your survey, I will send you a $10 Amazon eGift card via your email address.
Please complete this brief questionnaire by February 26, 2021, if you are interested to
participate.
For this study, I need both the principal and teachers to complete a survey. For the principal, the
survey is a self-assessment of learning-centered leadership behaviors. For teachers, the survey
will assess both the teacher’s perspective of the principal’s learning-centered leadership
behaviors and the teacher’s organizational commitment. Both principal and teacher surveys take
about 40 minutes to complete and should be completed in one session. You are free to not
participate or withdraw from the survey at any time without affecting your relationship with
Bethel University or ACSI.
This research study has been reviewed and approved in accordance with Bethel’s Levels of
Review for Research with Humans. I have received permission from ACSI and NICS to conduct
this study. I also secured permission from ACSI leadership to approach other ACSI school
leaders to ask for their participation.
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact me at
renand@bethel.edu. If you have any questions about the research and/or research participants’
rights or wish to report a research-related injury, please contact Dr. Craig Paulson, Research
Advisor, cpaulson@bethel.edu or +1 651 635 8025. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Andrea Dugan
Bethel University Doctoral Candidate
renand@bethel.edu
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Appendix B: Follow up email to Principals with instructions
Hello Principal,
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my doctoral research study of the perspectives of
principal leadership and its impact on teachers’ organizational commitment.
Please click on this link to complete the VAL-ED leadership survey:
https://rezed.io/1123277XXXX
Let me know if you have any problems with the link.
By completing and returning the survey, you are granting consent to participate in this research.
You are free to not participate or withdraw from the survey at any time without affecting your
relationship with Bethel University or ACSI. To encourage your participation, I am including
an incentive. Following the completion of your surveys, I will send you a $10 Amazon eGift
card via your email address.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact me at
renand@bethel.edu. If you have any questions about the research and/or research participants’
rights or wish to report a research-related injury, please contact Dr. Craig Paulson, Research
Advisor, cpaulson@bethel.edu or +1 651 635 8025.
In addition to your participation, I will need at least 5 of your teachers to complete 2 online
surveys; a leadership survey and an organizational commitment survey. I will send you another
email to be forwarded to teachers with a request to participate.
Sincerely,
Andrea Dugan
Bethel University Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix C: Email request to Teachers
Dear Teacher,
I’d love your help in my doctoral research study on principal’s learning-centered leadership and
teachers’ organizational commitment. Your principal has already expressed their willingness to
participate. To complete my data collection, I need at least 5 teachers who directly report to the
principal to complete 2 surveys; the first on principal leadership and the second on organizational
commitment. To encourage your participation, I am including an incentive. Following the
completion of your surveys, I will send you a $10 Amazon eGift card via your email
address.
Please complete this brief questionnaire if you are interested in participating.
My study attempts to determine if there is a correlation between perspectives of leadership and
teachers’ organizational commitment. Your school will be included in a larger collection of
international Christian schools that are accredited with ACSI and located outside of North
America. You and your principal will not be identified in this study. This research study has been
reviewed and approved in accordance with Bethel’s Levels of Review for Research with
Humans. I have received permission from both ACSI and your school principal to invite you to
participate in this survey.
Participation in this study includes completing two surveys; the first on principal leadership and
the second on organizational commitment. The surveys take about 40 minutes and may be
completed in two sessions. Your participation in the survey is voluntary although I appreciate
your participation. You are free to not participate or withdraw from the survey at any time
without affecting your relationship with Bethel University or ACSI. The principal leadership
survey (VAL-ED) is hosted by Resonant Education (https://resonanteducation.com/) per their
licensing requirements for legal use. All research data collected is stored securely and
confidentially. Your participation is anonymous. No individual responses will be disclosed.
Results of the survey will only be used for research purposes, not for any official evaluation of
the school and the principal.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact me at
renand@bethel.edu. If you have any questions about the research and/or research participants’
rights or wish to report a research-related injury, please contact Dr. Craig Paulson, Research
Advisor, cpaulson@bethel.edu or +1 651 635 8025. Thank you for your consideration.
I truly appreciate your participation.
Sincerely,
Andrea Dugan
Bethel University Doctoral Candidate
renand@bethel.edu
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Appendix D: Letter to complete organizational commitment survey - teachers
Dear Research Participants
Thank you for completing the principal leadership (VAL-ED) portion of my research study. The
final survey is regarding your organizational commitment. This survey should take less than 10
minutes to complete. Following your completion of this survey, I will send you a $10 Amazon
eGift card via your email address.
Follow this link to the Survey:
${l://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser:
${l://SurveyURL}
As a reminder, responses are anonymous. I will maintain your confidentiality throughout this
study. You are free to not participate or withdraw from the survey at any time without affecting
your relationship with Bethel University or ACSI.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact me at
renand@bethel.edu. The survey will close on Monday, March 29, 2021. If you have any
questions about the research and/or research participants’ rights or wish to report a researchrelated injury, please contact Dr. Craig Paulson, Research Advisor, cpaulson@bethel.edu or +1
651 635 8025.
I truly appreciate your participation.
Sincerely,
Andrea Dugan
Bethel University Doctoral Candidate
renand@bethel.edu

Follow the link to opt-out of future emails:
${l://OptOutLink?d=Click here to unsubscribe}
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Appendix E: Email reminder to participants
Dear Research Participants
About two weeks ago, I sent you a request to participate in my doctoral research study on
perspectives of leadership and organizational commitment. The survey is still open and I would
appreciate receiving your reply.
As a reminder, responses are anonymous. I will maintain your confidentiality throughout this
study. You are free to not participate or withdraw from the survey at any time without affecting
your relationship with Bethel University or ACSI. The survey should take approximately 30
minutes to complete.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, please contact me at
renand@bethel.edu. The survey will close on Monday, March 29, 2021. If you have any
questions about the research and/or research participants’ rights or wish to report a researchrelated injury, please contact Dr. Craig Paulson, Research Advisor, cpaulson@bethel.edu or +1
651 635 8025.
By completing and returning the survey, you are granting consent to participate in this research.
I truly appreciate your participation.
Sincerely,
Andrea Dugan
Bethel University Doctoral Candidate
renand@bethel.edu
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Appendix F: Principal Survey Questions (VAL-ED)
Principal Response Form (Porter et al., 2008)
You are invited to participate in this survey as part of a research study on principal’s learningcentered leadership and its relationship with teachers’ organizational commitment. Your
participation is voluntary. You may choose not to participate or to withdraw at any time without
affecting your relationship with Bethel University or with ACSI.
Directions: The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) measures the
effectiveness of a principal’s key leadership behaviors that influence teacher performance and
student learning. You will be asked to make effectiveness ratings for each of 72 leadership
behaviors based on evidence from the current school year. As stated in the consent form, results
of the assessment will only be used for research purposes, not for any official evaluation of the
school and the principal
1. Read each item describing a leadership behavior. In some cases, you may not have
actually performed the behavior, but you ensured that it was done by others in the school.
Either way, the behavior should be rated.
2. Check the key Sources of Evidence you use for the basis of your assessment. Note, at
least one source of evidence must be checked for an item before you make an Effective
rating. If you check No Evidence, then Ineffective or Don’t Know must be marked in
the Effectiveness column
3. If you check any sources of evidence other than No Evidence, always make an
effectiveness rating. The number of Sources of Evidence checked is not indicative of the
effectiveness rating.
4. Mark one Effectiveness Rating circle to indicate how effectively the behavior was
performed.
Outstandingly effective means you (or your designee) has carried out a particular
behavior (e.g., providing necessary support) with a very strong, positive effect on the
targeted area of school activity (e.g., rigorous curriculum).
Ineffective means you (or your designee) has either not done the particular
behavior (e.g. not provided necessary support) or has carried out the behavior with very
low quality that does not have a positive effect on the targeted area of school activity
(e.g., rigorous curriculum).

Date:
School:
Years as Principal of this school:
Rating Example:
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Effectiveness Rating (Make one
circle to indicate how effective)

Sources of Evidence (You
may check more than one)
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How effective is the principal at ensuring the school…
Supp
ortin
g

17. secures the
teaching materials
necessary for a
rigorous curriculum
18. supports teachers
to teach a curriculum
consistent with state
and national content
standards

VAL-ED Structure:
High Standards for Student Learning
How effective is the principal at ensuring the school…
Planning: 1. Plans rigorous growth targets in learning for all students
Planning: 2. Plan targets of faculty performance that emphasize improvement in
student learning
Implementing: 3. Creates buy-in among faculty for actions required to promote
high standards of learning
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Implementing: 4. Creates expectations that faculty maintain high standards for
student learning.
Supporting: 5. Encourages students to successfully achieve rigorous goals for
student learning.
Supporting: 6. Supports teachers in meeting school goals.
Advocating: 7. Advocating for high standards for student learning when writing
and implementing Individualized Education Plans (IEPs)
Advocating: 8. Challenges low expectations for students with special needs
Communicating: 9. Communicates rigorous goals for student learning to faculty
Communicating: 10. Communicates with families, and the community about
goals for rigorous student learning.
Monitoring: 11. Monitors student learning against high standards of achievement
Monitoring: 12. Monitors disaggregated test results
Rigorous Curriculum (13 -24)
Quality Instruction (25 - 36)
Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior (37 - 48)
Connections to External Communities (49 - 60)
Performance Accountability (61 - 72)
The 72-Item VAL-ED
How effective is the principal at ensuring the school...
High Standards for Student Learning
1. Plans rigorous growth targets in learning for all students.
2. Plans targets of faculty performance that emphasize improvement in student
learning.
3. Creates buy-in among faculty for actions required to promote high standards of
learning.
148

4.
5.
6.
7.

Creates expectations that faculty maintain high standards for student learning.
Encourages students to successfully achieve rigorous goals for student learning.
Supports teachers in meeting school goals.
Advocates for high standards for student learning when writing and implementing
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs).
8. Challenges low expectations for students with special needs.
9. Communicates rigorous goals for student learning to faculty.
10. Communicates with families and the community about goals for rigorous student
learning.
11. Monitors student learning against high standards of achievement.
12. Monitors disaggregated test results.
Rigorous Curriculum
13. Develops a rigorous curriculum for all students.
14. Plans access to rigorous curricula for students with special needs.
15. Creates rigorous sequences of learning experiences/courses.
16. Implements a rigorous curriculum in all classes.
17. Secures the teaching materials necessary for a rigorous curriculum.
18. Supports teachers to teach a curriculum consistent with state and national content
standards.
19. Advocates a rigorous curriculum that honors the diversity of students and their
families.
20. Challenges faculty to teach a rigorous curriculum to students at risk of failure.
21. Discusses state curriculum frameworks.
22. Discusses the importance of addressing the same academic content in special and
regular programs.
23. Evaluates the extent to which all students complete a rigorous curricular program.
24. Evaluates the rigor of the curriculum.
Quality Instruction
25. Plans instructional services for students with special needs using assessment data.
26. Plans a schedule that enables quality instruction.
27. Coordinates efforts to improve instruction in all classes.
28. Recruits teachers with the expertise to deliver instruction that maximizes student
learning.
29. Supports collaboration among faculty to improve instruction that maximizes
student learning.
30. Supports teachers' opportunities to improve their instructional practices.
31. Advocates for all students to regularly experience effective instruction.
32. Advocates opportunities for high-quality instruction beyond the regular school
day and school year.
33. Discusses instructional practices during faculty meetings.
34. Communicates with faculty about removing barriers that prevent students from
experiencing quality instruction.
35. Evaluates how instructional time is used.
36. Evaluates teachers' instructional practices.
Culture of Learning and Professional Behavior
37. Plans programs and policies that promote discipline and order.
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38. Plans for a positive environment in which student learning is the central focus.
39. Implements a learning environment in which all students are known and cared for.
40. Builds a culture that honors academic achievement.
41. Allocates resources to build a culture focused on student learning.
42. Supports collaborative teams to improve instruction.
43. Advocates a culture of learning that respects diversity of students.
44. Advocates for students to be involved in the school community.
45. Communicates with parents about the aspects of a positive school culture.
46. Discusses standards of professional behavior with faculty.
47. Monitors the participation of every student in social and academic activities.
48. Assesses the culture of the school from students' perspectives.
Connections to External Communities
49. Develops a plan for school/community relations that revolves around the
academic mission.
50. Develops a plan for community outreach programs consistent with instructional
goals.
51. Implements programs to help address community needs.
52. Builds business partnerships to support social and academic learning.
53. Secures additional resources through partnering with external agencies to enhance
teaching and learning.
54. Allocates resources that build family and community partnerships to advance
student learning.
55. Promotes mechanisms for reaching families who are least comfortable at school.
56. Challenges teachers to work with community agencies to support students with
low achievement.
57. Listens to feedback from the community.
58. Listens to the diverse opinions and needs of all families.
59. Collects information to learn about resources and assets in the community.
60. Monitors the effectiveness of community-school connections.
Performance Accountability
61. Develops a plan for individual and collective accountability among faculty for
student learning.
62. Develops a plan emphasizing accountability to stakeholders for student academic
and social learning.
63. Uses faculty input to create methods to hold faculty accountable.
64. Implements social and academic accountability equitably for all students.
65. Allocates time to evaluate student learning.
66. Allocates time to evaluate faculty for student learning.
67. Challenges faculty who attribute student failure to others.
68. Advocates that all students are accountable for achieving high levels of
performance in both academic and social learning.
69. Discusses progress toward meeting school goals with parents.
70. Communicates to faculty how accountability results will be used for school
improvement.
71. Analyzes the influence of faculty evaluations on the rigor of the curriculum.
72. Monitors the accuracy and appropriateness of data used for student accountability.
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Appendix G: Teacher Survey Questions (VAL-ED and TCM Employee Commitment)
VAL-ED (same form as principal)
You are invited to participate in this survey as part of a research study on principal’s learningcentered leadership and its relationship with teachers’ organizational commitment. Your
participation is voluntary. You may choose not to participate or to withdraw at any time without
affecting your relationship with Bethel University or with ACSI.
Directions: The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) measures the
effectiveness of a principal’s key leadership behaviors that influence teacher performance and
student learning. You will be asked to make effectiveness ratings for each of 72 leadership
behaviors based on evidence from the current school year. As stated in the consent form, results
of the assessment will only be used for research purposes, not for any official evaluation of the
school and the principal
5. Read each item describing a leadership behavior. In some cases, the principal may not
have actually performed the behavior, but the principal ensured that it was done by others
in the school. Either way, the behavior should be rated.
6. Check the key Sources of Evidence you use for the basis of your assessment. Note, at
least one source of evidence must be checked for an item before you make an Effective
rating. If you check No Evidence, then Ineffective or Don’t Know must be marked in
the Effectiveness column
7. If you check any sources of evidence other than No Evidence, always make an
effectiveness rating. The number of Sources of Evidence checked is not indicative of the
effectiveness rating.
8. Mark one Effectiveness Rating circle to indicate how effectively the behavior was
performed.
Outstandingly effective means the principal (or your designee) has carried out a
particular behavior (e.g., providing necessary support) with a very strong, positive effect
on the targeted area of school activity (e.g., rigorous curriculum).
Ineffective means the principal (or your designee) has either not done the
particular behavior (e.g. not provided necessary support) or has carried out the behavior
with very low quality that does not have a positive effect on the targeted area of school
activity (e.g., rigorous curriculum).
...
TCM Employee Commitment
Instructions: Listed below is a series of statements that represent feelings that individuals might
have about the company or organization for which they work. With respect to your own feelings
about the particular organization for which you are now working, please indicate the degree of
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your agreement or disagreement with each statement by selecting a number from 1 to 7 using the
scale below.
1= strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = undecided
5 = slightly agree
6 = agree
7 = strongly agree
Affective Commitment Scale
1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
2. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.
3. I do not feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization. (R)
4. I do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. (R)
5. I do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. (R)
6. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
Continuance Commitment Scale
1. Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as
desire.
2. It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I
wanted to.
3. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my
organization now.
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4. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
5. If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might
consider working elsewhere.
6. One of the few negative consequences of leaving this organization would be the
scarcity of available alternatives.
Normative Commitment Scale
1. I do not feel any obligation to remain with my current employer. (R)
2. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my
organization now.
3. I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.
4. This organization deserves my loyalty.
5. I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of
obligation to the people in it.
6. I owe a great deal to my organization.
Note. (R) indicates a reverse-keyed item. Scores on these items should be
reflected (i.e., 1 =7, 2 = 6, 3 = 5, 4 = 4, 5 = 3, 6 = 2, 7 = 1) before computing scale scores.
Demographic information
Male or Female
Age
● under 30
● 31 - 37
● 38 - 44
● 45 - 52
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● 53 - 59
● 60 or older
Education Level
● BA
● Some MA
● Completed MA
● Some post MA
● Completed Ph.D. or EdD
Marital Status
● Single
● Engaged
● Married
● Separated
● Divorced
● Widowed
Citizenship
Total Years of Experience as a Teacher (including previous school experiences)
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